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book of this magnitude is a monumental undertaking. 

It requires massive amounts of time and effort. An 
author can’t help but feel uncertain about whether he has 
tied up every loose end and covered his subject as effectively 
as he originally intended. He also is struck with the awesome 
responsibility which he bears in sending forth his thoughts 
upon a brotherhood for good or ill. He wonders whether he 
always spoke with the wisdom and tact he intended. May 
the reader be assured of the fact that, in the writing that 
follows, the author has desired nothing other than to speak 
the truth and to do so in a loving manner. 

Churches of Christ are experiencing shock and 
heartache all over America as they are being torn asunder 
by those who wish to restructure the church. The church is 
under seige from within. Parents are sending their children 
off to Christian college, only to have them hammered by 
advocates of change in the classroom and the local 
congregation. Young people are leaving their homes and 
' heading to the big cities for jobs where they encounter large 
urban congregations where illicit change is the order of the 
day. This book is intended to offer encouragement and 
assistance to Christians and lend them a helping hand as 
they face these trying times. 

Many individuals have given generous and thoughtful 
assistance in this effort. Gerald and Rosa Lee Nations have 
repeatedly provided their computer saavy skills. June 
Carrothers and Carolyn Curtis have retrieved materials from 
old disks and typed what could not be retrieved. Paul Sain 
has been a gracious and helpful printer. Roy Bellows, Jimmy 
McKenzie, and Bobby Watts, the elders of the Brown Trail 
church of Christ, have been supportive and encouraging in 
my various efforts to do the Lord’s work. My students in the 
Brown Trail School of Preaching have sacrificed in various 
ways as I have gone through the trauma of writing and 
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traveling. 

The reader is urged to take the time to read the endnotes 
for each chapter. A great deal of informative material that 
was excluded from the body of the paper is included in these 
notes. 

My fervent prayer to God is that my feeble efforts will 
be in some small way a positive force for good in His kingdom. 
If I know my heart, my only purpose is to assist people in 
sorting through the maze of confusion and disorientation 
created by the tidal wave of change that is sweeping over 
the church. My fervent prayer is that the Lord’s people 
might be spared the loss of their souls due to capitulation 
to illicit change. 


Introduction 


e live in changing times. American civilization has 
been in a state of cultural flux for the last three 
decades. From the Christian perspective, this disorientation 
has not been good. The overall social shift has dramatically 
weakened the American value 


system—religiously, morally, and “The Himes, 
spiritually. Te 

The church has not eluded the ; eho oe 
clutches of this social circumstance. a changin 


The influence of these cultural 
currents is being strongly felt. In 
fact, hurricane force winds of change are pounding down 
upon the body of Christ. The instigators insist that change 
is absolutely essential if the church is to remain “relevant” 
to society and “appealing” to human culture. 

This book has as its objective the task of identifying, 
describing and discussing the changes that churches of Christ 
are experiencing. Are these changes legitimate? Are they 
biblically justifiable? Quite frankly, the task of writing such 
a book is not a pleasant one. In fact, it has been heart- 
breaking. But it must be done. Why? Why must we speak 
out? (1) To alert the sleeping giant of our brotherhood and 
warn them of the Trojan Horse in our midst; (2) To provide 
assistance and encouragement to those being racked by the 
destructive effects of illicit change; (3) To reaffirm the simple 
truth of God’s will to all who will listen. 

The complicated, convoluted call for accommodation to 
culture is in direct conflict with the simplicity of the gospel 
and its inherent power to impact human hearts in all cultures 
without the manipulations and chicaneries of arrogant man. 
Some of us have been “educated beyond our intelligence” 
and need to be recalled to our senses. We need to be 
reminded— 


—Bob Dylan 


Remember the days of old; 
consider the generations long past. 
Ask your father and he will tell you, 
your elders, and they will explain to you. 
—Deuteronomy 32:7 


We need to be reassured— 


Stand at the crossroads and look; 
ask for the ancient paths, 
ask where the good way is, and walk in it, 
and you will find rest for your souls. 
—Jeremiah 6:16 


We need to be reminded and reassured that the “old paths”’— 
are still new. 

Jesus, Himself, described Christianity and the way to 
Heaven as “narrow” and “strait” (Matthew 7:13-14). “Strait” 
means rigid, confining, and difficult to negotiate—like the 
Strait of Gibraltar or a strait-jacket. Rather than opt for the 
wide, broad way of contemporary culture, God help us to 
choose the narrow way that leads to life. May we devote 
ourselves completely to the lifelong task of “piloting the 
strait.” 
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Chapter 1 


CULTURAL CURRENTS 


merican civilization had managed to survive the 

devastating and catastrophic effects of economic 
depression and world war. Anticipating a bright and 
prosperous future, our parents attacked their environment 
with unleashed optimism and settled into a way of life which 
has been the envy of the civilized world. American society 
3 began the process of realigning and 
Do your readjusting itself to cope with a new 
phase of social evolution. The 
postwar era brought technological 
and material prosperity. 

Into this cultural matrix came the generation of the 
fifties and sixties—we “baby boomers”—the postwar product 
of parents who had been tried and refined in the fires of 
suffering and hardship. Anxious to give us the comforts 
which they had been deprived of during the decades of the 
1930s and 1940s, but for which the blood of many Americans 
had been sacrificed, our parents provided us with a pleasant 
existence. Religious interests were integrated into this 
comfortable lifestyle, but these were largely reserved for and 
confined to Sunday. Nevertheless, American society in general 
remained linked with and committed to certain clear-cut 
foundational principles. These values included a common 
recognition of what is right and wrong, that God had blessed 
America and seen her through trying times, and that America 
had been blessed with freedom—not freedom from religion 
but freedom for religion. 


own thing” 


The Baby Boomers In The 1960s 
Something happened in the 1960s. The uncontrolled 
nature of rock and roll music, motorcycle gangs, and the 
beatniks which appeared in the 1950s were no doubt 
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harbingers of the chaos which was to characterize the 1960s. 
In music, the Beach Boys and the Beatles were 
contemporaneous manifestations of the largely innocent and 
clean-cut being replaced by new directions and new 
definitions. Then came Vietnam, the hippies, drugs and the 
“generation gap.” We found ourselves growing up in a societal 
environment, a social milieu, that was suddenly being 
assaulted by staggering complexities of existence. We were 
bombarded with a whole new set of rules for playing the 
game of life. A new world view and a new set of explanations 
for the meaning of our existence were introduced. 

The answers given to our questions about life’s meaning 
amounted to the notion that there really were no absolute 
answers. The simple life of our predecessors was being 
challenged in light of the complexities associated with modern 
living. With no firm answers, fewer and fewer certainties, 
and few rules remaining intact for coping with life, we were 
left to flounder amid increasingly firm and adamant 
declarations that such floundering was, in fact, the true 
answer to life’s perplexities. The only certainty was that 
there was no certainty! Ethical and moral relativism was 
gradually embedding itself into our consciousness. We were 
badgered to “keep an open mind” and refrain from being 
“judgmental.” Consequently, our convictions were neutralized 
and we were made to retreat from making moral distinctions. 

As small children, we were terrorized with the prospects 
of nuclear disaster as we cowered under our metal school 
desks, heads down and hands clasped over the back of our 
necks—practicing, drilling for the possibility of nuclear 
holocaust. We were made to realize the tenuous, shaky 
uncertainties of even our own political system when we saw 
blood from our President’s head splattered all over the dress 
of a grieving wife. We experienced cataclysmic cultural 
progress within just a few short years: from props to jets, 
from sputniks to men on the moon, from eight millimeter 
film to video tape, from mimeograph to Xerox, from the 
atomic bomb to nuclear missiles and star wars, from polio 
vaccine to organ transplants. 
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We were made to feel that we were not responsible— 
for life’s mess, the world’s mess, and the mess our own lives 
were gradually becoming. As society deteriorated before our 
eyes, we were told by psychologists that the way our parents 
treated us as children made us who we were and that there 
was no point trying to change and be someone we were not. 
We were told to just be ourselves, which meant we were free 
to “do our own thing” and not feel guilty about it. We were 
told by our teachers at school that the old ways of teaching 
(which consisted of lecture and information transfer) and 
the old ideas being taught (absolutes of right and wrong, 
views of God and morality) were traditional, outdated, and 
ineffective. We were faced with a “brave new world.” We 
were introduced to new methods of teaching which centered 
on group consensus and “individual tastes.” We were no 
longer required to meet the demands of a lecturer who 
expected us to absorb and master a specific amount of 
information. Now we could work at our own pace and be free 
to push ourselves at whatever rate we felt comfortable with— 
which wasn’t much. We were told by our science teachers 
that, oh, we could still believe in the Bible if we chose to— 
_ but that it just didn’t happen the way the Bible said it did. 

An orchestra of voices—from Ramparts Magazine, 
Timothy Leary, the Beatles, and Peter and Jane Fonda to 
Ravi Shankar and the Maharishi Mahesh Yogi—goaded us 
to recognize the legitimate, even preferable, alternatives to 
the American value system. We were encouraged by Janis 
Joplin, Jimi Hendrix, Steppenwolf, Jefferson Airplane, 
Canned Heat, Iron Butterfly, Cream, Deep Purple, Frank 
Zappa, and a host of other groups to materialize our 
frustration by turning on and dropping out. We grew to hate 
war, the draft board, the establishment, the government, 
our parents, their religion and their country. We tried to 
return to nature with communes and trips to the backwoods 
and Colorado. Nudity, “free love,” long hair, incense, 
waterpipes, hashish, acid, grass, speed, Roman sandals, 
headbands, beads, peace symbols, roach clips, “granny” 
glasses, panel trucks, sitars, concerts and light shows were 
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some of the facets of our lifestyle which helped to numb our 
awareness of reality. 


The Baby Boomers In The 1990s 

We have since settled down into a fairly routine 
existence, essentially conforming to the same basic patterns 
of living to which our parents conformed. We have brought 
children into the world and devoted ourselves to them, 
making many of the same mistakes which our parents made 
with us. But we haven’t completely capitulated to the past. 
We still harbor the same fundamental resentment, resistance, 
and rebellion against authority and the status quo. We have 
made significant inroads and contributed to the 
transformation of culture. We still, to a large degree, perceive 
ourselves as movers and shakers—thinkers who can promote 
changes which are useful. We still want big changes, forward 
movement and momentum. We want to make things 
happen—with a big splash! 

Within the church, the effects of this social scenario 
are being felt. Some of our churches have needed some 
changes. But more and more of our churches are opting for 
solutions that reflect our baby boom mentality—solutions 
which amount to departure from Scripture. We are seeing 
outright rejection of “traditional” doctrinal positions—like 
the once unacceptable status of the denominations in 
exchange for a virtual wholehearted fellowshipping of them. 
We are seeing churches opting for the big-business marketing 
techniques which manipulate people into the church or appeal 
to their lusts, desires, wants, wishes and misperceived needs. 

We are restructuring the church in the same fashion 
that we have been restructuring society since the 1960s. We 
are re-evaluating and redefining terms in order to 
accommodate our changing circumstances and the radical 
change to which we are accustomed: the “authority” of elders, 
the extent of “fellowship,” the “purpose” of baptism, what _ 
constitutes “adultery,” whether the Genesis narrative may 
be described as “myth,” how the Bible is to be interpreted 
and whether it constitutes a “pattern” to which people must 
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conform, and definitions of modesty. 

So much of this circumstance reflects the rebellion 
mentality of our childhood—resistance against “the 
establishment” of the church of Christ as it existed in the 
previous generation. Our relativistic thinking has fostered a 
blind tolerance among us for many beliefs and practices 
which are unbiblical. However, we have been garnished and 
groomed to avoid labeling anyone wrong. Thus we have come 
to abandon the notion that we can and must be right about 
such matters. The eternal conflict between good and evil, 
right and wrong, scriptural and sinful has given way to “I’m 
okay, you’re okay.” Satan appears to be succeeding once 
again in human history in his unceasing efforts to pull the 
proverbial wool over our eyes. 

With these cultural circumstances in mind, the social 
factors which underlie the present push for change are 
observable and identifiable. 

1. Materialism. America has achieved a higher 
standard of living and enabled its citizenry to amass more 
wealth and possessions than any society in the history of the 
world. Material prosperity contains within it a subtle, 
deceptive barb—the tendency to forget God and render strict 
obedience to His will. Notice God’s warnings to Israelites: 


For the Lord your God is bringing you into a good 
land, a land of brooks of water, of fountains and 
springs, that flow out of valleys and hills; a land 
of wheat and barley, of vines and fig trees and 
pomegranates, a land of olive oil and honey; a land 
in which you will eat bread without scarcity, in 
which you will lack nothing; a land whose stones 
are iron and out of whose hills you can dig copper. 
When you have eaten and are full, then you shall 
bless the Lord your God for the good land which 
He has given you. Beware that you do not forget 
the Lord your God by not keeping His 
commandments, His judgments, and His statutes 
which I command you today, lest—when you have 
eaten and are full, and have built beautiful houses 
and dwell in them; and when your herds and your 
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flocks multiply, and your silver and your gold are 
multiplied, and all that you have is multiplied; 
when your heart is lifted up, and you forget the 
Lord your God.... (Deut. 8:7-14; cf., 6:10-12; 11:10- 
17; I Tim. 6:9-11,17-19). 

2. Agnosticism. America (like Pilate—John 18:38) has 
been made to believe that truth cannot be known. Clear-cut 
distinctions between right and wrong have been blurred. 
Values are now viewed as subjective and relative rather 
than objective and absolute. Current culture celebrates 
ambiguity and uncertainty. With moral principles effectively 
undermined, people feel free to indulge their unfettered 
impulses. But Jesus still says: 


For this cause I was born, and for this cause I have 
come into the world, that I should bear witness to 
the truth. Everyone who is of the truth hears My 
voice (John 18:37). 

If you abide in My word, you are My disciples 
indeed. And you shall know the truth, and the 
truth shall make you free (John 8:31-32). 


3. Aversion to being judgmental. The removal of 
moral absolutes naturally leads to the insistence that no one 
take issue with anyone else’s behavior. Opposition to that 
which is wrong is stopped dead in its tracks by a simple 
appeal to “you're being judgmental.” Being “judgmental” (i.e., 
insisting that moral absolutes exist) is about the only objective 
wrong that exists for many Americans. But Jesus still says: 


Do not judge according to appearance, but judge 
with righteous judgment (John 7:24). 


And this is the condemnation, that the light has 
come into the world, and men loved darkness rather 
than light, because their deeds were evil. For 
everyone practicing evil hates the light and does 
not come to the light, lest his deeds should be 
exposed (John 3:18-20). 


He who rejects Me, and does not receive My words, 
has that which judges him—the word that I have 
spoken will judge him in the last day (John 12:48). 
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Therefore by their fruits you will know them (Matt. 
4220). 


4. Lack of discipline. As a result of materialism and 
the absence of hardship, the generation promoting change is 
characterized by a sense of laxness and unbridled passion. 
The hard work ethic of the Bible (Eph. 4:28; II Thess. 3:8- 
12), endorsed by previous generations of Americans, is no 
longer recognized nor valued. Self-denial (Matt. 16:24) has 
been supplanted by self-indulgence, self-improvement and 
self-esteem. Pursuit of necessities for ultimate spiritual 
purposes has given way to the pursuit of luxuries for physical 
gratification and personal fulfillment. The disciplined, self- 
controlled lifestyle has been replaced by the casual, 
unrestrained and loose approach. 

5. Craving for entertainment. As the work ethic, 
so foundational to the development of American civilization, 
has been seriously undermined and eroded, younger 
generations have naturally occupied themselves with 
anything that promised to relieve boredom. “Fun and games” 
have come to dominate the lifestyle and orientation of youth. 
Restlessly moving from one bauble to another, this generation 
- is engaged in a desperate attempt to find meaning and 
contentment through fleshly stimulation. 


Summary 

Allan Bloom well summarizes the cultural fluctuation 
which has transpired in America.! The younger generations 
believe that truth is relative. “The danger they have been 
taught to fear from absolutism is not error but intolerance.” 
Thus openness has become the ultimate virtue—openness 
to all lifestyles and all ideologies. “There is no enemy other 
than the man who is not open to everything.” 

Religion is assigned to the realm of opinion as opposed 
to knowledge. “There are no absolutes; freedom is absolute.” 
“So indiscriminateness is a moral imperative because its 
opposite is discrimination.” The new political validation— 
which replaces reason—is simply whether those embracing 
a particular viewpoint really care, whether they hold their 
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viewpoint with feelings of intensity and commitment. The 
drive to reject narrowness and embrace openness tends 
toward decomposition. 

“Openness used to be the virtue that permitted us to 
seek the good by using reason. It now means accepting 
everything and denying reason’s power.” “The United States 
is one of the highest and most extreme achievements of the 
rational quest for the good life according to nature.” “An 
openness that denies the special claim of reason bursts the 
mainspring keeping the mechanism of this regime in motion.” 


..culture itself generates its own way of life and 
principles...with no authority above it. If there 
were such an authority, the unique way of life born 
of its principle would be undermined. The idea of 
culture was adopted precisely because it offered an 
alternative to what was understood to be the 
shallow and dehumanizing universality of rights 
based on our animal nature. The folk mind takes 
the place of reason. 


The whole cultural diversity movement in this country 
“ignores the fact that real differences among men are based 
on real differences in fundamental beliefs about good and 
evil, about what is highest, about God.” 

More will be said in Chapter 9 about the cultural 
circumstances that are lending impetus to the crusade for 
change. Suffice it to say at this point that the changes being 
advocated in the church of our day have roots that may be 
traced in part to the soil of modern American culture. The 
present element within churches of Christ who are initiating 
the change are mirror reflections of the cultural currents 
flowing through American civilization at this moment in 
history. 


Endnotes 
1 The following summary is gleaned from Allan Bloom, The 
Closing of the American Mind (New York, NY: Simon and © 
Schuster, 1987), pp. 25-43, 185-193. The reader is urged to examine 
Bloom’s book and similar ones that document the social decline of 
our nation. 
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Chapter 2 


THEOLOGICAL CURRENTS 


| Pa 1897, James Orr, professor of apologetics and system- 
atic theology in the United Free Church College in 
Glasgow, Scotland, suggested that every period of church 
history has been 


preoccupied with one “ j se Akt DI 
SH ened eee at “Warfield viewed inspiration 


occupied center stage for as verbal LOe dictational 
that period.! During the —Carroll Osburn 

early centuries (100-500 
A.D.), the key issue was | ‘Ht ought fo be unnecessary fo 
how to conceive of deity 
as one God in three 
persons (i.e., the trinity) 


protest again against the habit 


of representing the advocates 


and especially the nature of verbal inspiration as 
cee oe nee feaching that the mode of 
gnosticism, docetism, etc. 4 
constituted the primary | ‘/spiration was by dictation 
focal points of Christian —Benjamin Warfield 


concern.2 During the 
Middle Ages (500-1500 A.D.), the attention shifted to the 
meaning of Christ’s atonement. 

With the Reformation (1500-1800) came a sorting out 
of the role humans play in their salvation. The period 
spawned Luther’s over-reaction to his Catholicism in the 
form of sola fide (faith only) and Calvin’s equally extreme 
advocacy of sola gratia (grace only) displayed in his 
articulation of total depravity, unconditional election, limited 
atonement, irresistible grace and perseverance of the saints. 
While a corrective to Catholic dogma was certainly warranted, 
the views of these two men have irreparably altered the 
complexion of Christian theology in a correspondingly adverse 
direction. 


Phe; 


Out of this theological climate arose men who attempted 
to call people back to the Bible. They sought to avoid the 
excesses of both Catholicism and Protestantism, by 
reestablishing and reaffirming the biblical interplay between 
grace, faith and obedience. The Restoration Movement in 
America (1800-1900) was an attempt to “speak where the 
Bible speaks,” “be silent where the Bible is silent,” restore 
the New Testament church and simply be undenominational 
Christians. 

But what of our day? What single key concern do we 
face? Montgomery insightfully asserts that the great doctrinal 
issue of our era is the authority of the Bible.3 Indeed, from 
Christology in the Patristic period, to soteriology in the 
Medieval, Reformation and Restoration periods, since the 
turn of the century, the pressing question of our day is the 
epistemological issue of religious authority: Can we 
understand and know God’s truth as revealed on the pages 
of Scripture? Is the Bible the literal, inerrant, plenary, 
verbally inspired word of God? Are the Scriptures to be 
taken seriously as the supreme regulator of our behavior? 

Those who would undermine the authority of the Bible 
are doing so primarily through their compromise of the 
integrity of the biblical text. “Mainline” denominationalism 
faced this erosion first at the turn of this century. Classic 
Liberal theology from Europe cut a wide swath through the 
Protestant denominations, resulting in divisions among the 
Presbyterians, Lutherans, and Methodists primarily over 
the inspiration of the Bible. Simultaneously, American culture 
itself was being reshaped by the scientific and educational 
community’s acceptance of the theory of Evolution (e.g., the 
1925 Scope’s trial). The Ecumenical Movement and the Social 
Gospel were further refinements directly resulting from the 
diffusion of biblical authority. 

Now, with the development of Neo-orthodoxy since the 
second World War, the spectre has finally encountered 
Evangelicalism with repeated attacks upon “Funda- 
mentalism.” The Southern Baptists, the largest Protestant 
denomination in America, have been locked in a life and 
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death struggle over inerrancy for several decades. The 
outcome of this conflict will determine control of the 
Convention and the direction the denomination will take for 
years to come. So far, the conservatives have maintained 
their control by repelling the encroachment of the 
“moderates.” 

Churches of Christ have not been immune from the 
currents swirling across the religious landscape. Because of 
our adamant insistence upon strict Bible authority for all 
belief and practice, we have weathered these storms and 
prolonged the inevitable in fair fashion. The latter half of 
the nineteenth century saw a significant challenge to Bible 
authority through the surface issues of instrumental music 
and the Missionary Society. Ultimately, eight-five percent of 
the brotherhood slid into digression along with thirty-five of 
forty-two Bible colleges (including Drake University, Butler 
College, Bethany College, Transylvania University and what 
later became Texas Christian University).4 The remaining 
minority forged ahead and flourished to the extent that 
churches of Christ currently number more than ten thousand 
churches and between one and two million members in 
. America alone (cf., I Cor. 11:19). 

Since the 1960s, however, churches of Christ have been 
undergoing gradual change. We have been experiencing a 
foundational shifting that has escalated in the 1990s to a 
high pitch. The surface issues are legion and include far 
more items than the disruption a century ago. Now the 
clamor for change is cloaked in a medley of matters: the role 
of women; “special music” (i.e., solos & choirs); lifting up 
hands in worship; handclapping/applause; dramatistic 
performance; dedicating babies; the authority of elders; the 
role of the Holy Spirit; the religious observance of Christmas 
and Easter; the status of the denominations as it relates to 
grace, unity, fellowship and the purpose of baptism. These 
surface issues are woven into a multi-faceted fabric that has 
blanketed the brotherhood. The needle that has orchestrated 
and directed the change is the same item that has impacted 
religion in America for the last one hundred years: the 
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authority of the Scriptures. 

Numerous indicators among churches of Christ verify 
this conclusion. A few years ago, a major controversy erupted 
at one of our Christian universities. The Creation account of 
Genesis chapter one was being compromised in the science 
classroom by promotion of Theistic Evolution and Liberal 
Theology’s higher critical theory that Genesis chapter one is 
“myth” and “hymn.”5 Some in the Bible department had 
already capitulated to the same assessment of the biblical 
text.6 

How can such significant drifting occur? Why is it so 
often that doctrinal renovation seems to originate in our 
Christian schools? With the advent of remarkable scientific 
and technological progress has come a misguided 
vulnerability to intellectual pseudo-sophistication and a 
capitulation to the carnal gratification afforded by such social 
achievement. Not only are ironclad Bible doctrines diluted, 
but a pervasive sense of flexibility, relaxed conviction, and 
tolerance permeates such environments. 

The recent attack upon traditional methods of 
interpreting Scripture and the talk of a “new hermeneutic” 
provides further evidence of the shift that is occurring (See 
Part III). The “scholars” who stand behind these discussions 
have been schooled in denominational and secular institutions 
of higher learning that long ago sold out to the liberal, 
humanistic compromise of the Bible’s authority and integrity. 
These men have returned from their indoctrination and are 
now exerting a tremendous impact upon our Christian 
universities, having imbibed the tenets of Liberal and Neo- 
orthodox theology and inhaled the renegade spirit of an age 
in rebellion against authority. They ridicule and demean the 
past generations of preachers as “book, chapter, and verse 
men.” They scoff at the approach to preaching that 
incorporates a great deal of Scripture and stresses obedience. 

This same abandonment of strict reliance upon . 
scriptural authority is evident in the attempt to jettison 
Bible teaching on the role of women in worship. The effort 
to forge expanded roles for women in the assembly is a 
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direct reflection of the upsurge of feminism in American 
culture. The attack comes in the form of compromising the 
biblical text by attributing the limitations on women to the 
peculiar cultural circumstances Paul was addressing. Under 
the banner of “fresh, responsible exegesis” by “our scholars,” 
the explicit pronouncements of Scripture are being effectively 
neutralized and dismissed.7 

Surely we can see that the “change agents” among us 
are allowing themselves to be used. They are functioning as 
partners in a cultural and theological revolution that has 
gripped our nation by the throat. These conspirators are 
bent on dismantling our foundational principles and sweeping 
away the elementary doctrines which characterize New 
Testament Christianity. In both our society and in the church, 
the common thread among those who clamor for change is 
the fact that they reject the authority of the Bible. They may 
still pay lip service and claim allegiance to the Bible. But, 
in reality, the objective standard of the Bible is no longer a 
meaningful conceptualization to them. 

The time has come for those who wish to save their 
souls to take seriously the warnings of Jesus and His inspired 
_ spokesmen: “Beware of false prophets, which come to you in 
sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening wolves” 
(Matt. 7:15); “...after my departure shall grievous wolves 
enter in among you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own 
selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them” (Acts 20:29-30); “But there were 
false prophets also among the people, even as there shall be 
false teachers among you” (II Peter 2:1); “Beloved, believe 
not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of God: 
because many false prophets are gone out into the world” (I 
John 4:1). 

While some among us are vigorously attempting to 
engineer change in the church, may God help us to “be no 
more children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with 
every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cunning 
craftiness, whereby they lie in wait to deceive; But speaking 
the truth in love” (Eph. 4:14). 
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Chapter 3 


POLITICAL CURRENTS 


he American political scene provides further 
manifestation of the source of change in the church. 
Politics reflect the same cultural influences operative in 
society at large. The political arena has been heavily weighted 
toward political liberalism (now 
“But we are called “political correctness”) for 
; many years. Although the 1980s 

bound by a faith experienced a momentary backlash 


more powerful than | to the effects of this liberalism, 
nevertheless liberal political theory 


any doctrines that has continued to dominate our 
divide us—by our | country. It is so well entrenched 
that stemming the tide and altering 


belief UE POE ICS, the course would require massive, 
our love of liberty cataclysmic, and painful 
reorientation. 
and our relentless ae 
There is a tragic irony and sad 
search for twist to this situation so far as the 


church is concerned. Those pushing 
for change in churches of Christ are 
nothing more than religious 
counterparts to the political liberals 
who have wreaked havoc on the 
American political scene. The parallel is strikingly evident 
in both attitude and actual viewpoint. 

The political liberal and the religious liberal share a 
common attitude. They manifest a smug superiority over 
those who do not accept their views. Their interaction with 
conservatives is characterized by a condescending air of “you 
are ignorant, narrow-minded and incapable of grasping my 
superior views.” Opposition and disagreement elicit a 
surprising mixture of irrational panic and hostility that 


common ground 


—Bill Clinton 
State of the Union Address 
January 23, 1996 
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refuses even to permit a fair hearing of the other side. If 
opposition persists, panic and hostility give way to a martyr 
complex reminiscent of the “cry baby” temper tantrums of a 
spoiled child who can’t have his way. 

Even more striking is the connection between the actual 
viewpoints of both the political and religious liberal. Consider 
the following eight parallels. 

1. Political liberals, in their efforts to unseat 
conservative opponents, call for change and progress. 
Religious liberals are clamoring for change, “renewal,” 
adaptation, and receptivity to the “winds of change.”1! 

2. The feminist movement that emerged from the bra- 
burning of the 1960s and progressed through the ERA (Equal 
Rights Amendment) surge of the 1970s has sustained its 
political clout into the 1990s. Within the church, the change 
agents are pressing for expanded roles for women in the 
worship assembly. 

3. Political liberals have worked overtime to break 
down public morality. The cry in the 1960s was “free love” 
and the “New Morality.” Young people “shacked up,” i.e., 
lived together without being married. The prevailing 
viewpoint in politics is “you can’t legislate morality,” “what 
people do in their own bedroom is their own business,” and 
“don’t impose your own standards on others.” Divorce and 
remarriage is commonplace. Religious liberals have aligned 
themselves with this state of affairs by fashioning multiple 
views on divorce and remarriage, redefining “adultery” and 
giving encouragement to adulterers to remain in their 
adultery. As homosexuals vie for legal, political and social 
acceptance, pockets within the church encourage acceptance 
of aids infected homosexuals without making an issue of 
their lifestyle (see Chapter 31). 

4, Political liberals represent themselves as being truly 
caring and compassionate. We have a “hugging president.” 
Because political conservatives insist on moral right and 
wrong, they are impugned as intolerant, harsh, cold and 
uncaring, unconcerned about the poor and the elderly. The 
liberal in the church makes the same claim for himself and 
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levels the same charge against the religious conservative, 
whom he portrays as “legalistic,” “mean-spirited,” “unloving,” 
and “the radical right.” 

5. The liberal politician demonstrates a lust for big 
government, more and more expensive programs, and more 
intrusion into the private sector giving control over people 
to officials. In the church, religious liberals are behind the 
mushrooming staffs of salaried “ministers” with a “senior 
minister” who possesses tremendous power to sway the 
congregation in the direction he wants it to go. Liberals 
theorize that progress is made by means of artificial 
programs, “methodology,” and systems management. The 
church essentially becomes a politically driven big business. 

6. The political liberal feels that his agenda is just 
and he is therefore justified in doing whatever it takes to 
achieve his objectives. Taxing the people and spending money 
that he does not have are standard strategies he employs, 
creating staggering deficits. So in the church, religious 
liberals have promoted spending sprees to build massive, 
cathedral-like auditoriums, plunging congregations into deep 
long-term debt and, in some cases, even into financial 
_ disaster. 

7. The American welfare state is rooted in the liberal, 
even Marxist,. idea that everyone, without regard to their 
own effort (II Thess. 3:7-12), deserves to receive from the 
government free handouts. Liberals think that the purpose 
of government is to support its citizens and that citizens 
have a right to have their needs met by the government. In 
the church, liberals have been pushing the “felt needs” 
philosophy, the ministry system that turns the work of the 
church over to a staff of hired hands, as well as fostering an 
entertainment approach to worship and church life. In other 
words, the church exists to please me and meet my needs. 

8. The political liberal questions the existence of 
objective truth and human ability to arrive at it. Objective 
standards, measures and rules are undermined or eliminated. 
Making evaluative judgments of right and wrong is frowned 
upon. Instead, moral variation is seen as the exercise of 
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equally acceptable choices or options. It is considered to be 
more sophisticated, smart and mature to see a large gray 
area and less black and white. Liberals therefore evade taking 
too many strong stands. Rather, they pride themselves in 
their lack of ideological conviction and are held up as wise 
for so doing. Those who break rules are not responsible for 
their behavior—they are merely victims. In the church, this 
same mood prevails among the change agents. The only 
“truth” that merits taking a strong, convicted stance is in 
opposing conservatives. 

These parallels are too striking to be coincidental or 
unrelated. The current push for change in the church is 
simply a mirror reflection of our times. In short, the architects 
of change are capitulating to the currents of worldliness and 
politics that are sweeping American civilization into the abyss 
of spiritual depravity. 


Endnotes 
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Chapter 4 


SCIENTIFIC CURRENTS 


(Neg taproot that is sparking the fires of change 
in the church is modern scientific thought. The scientific 
and academic community in America is thoroughly dominated 
by the humanistic theory of 
evolution. This circumstance has “Gor in six days 
made a significant contribution to 
the problems the church is now the Lord made 
facing. the heavens and 

The assault of humanism upon 
the American mindset has taken a 
dreadful toll on our culture. Its and all that 
atheistic tentacles have invaded 
virtually every facet of social life: 
politics, education, entertainment, 
industry, and yes, religion. The 
church of our Lord has not eluded its grasp. Evidences of 
humanistic influence in the church may be seen in the 
changing attitudes toward morality, authority, worship and 
fellowship. 


the earth, the sea, 


is in them 
—Exodus 20:11 


The Theory Of Evolution 

One prominent manifestation of humanistic influence 
in the church is the tendency to make concessions to the 
Theory of Evolution.! Some of our Christian college science 
professors, et al., have been seduced by pseudo-scientific 
“proof” that the earth is old, i.e., four or five billion years old. 
Evolution’s survival as a credible viewpoint depends upon 
an ancient earth. This circumstance has created a climate 
in the scientific community in which those dating methods 
which support an ancient earth receive preeminence, while 
those which support a young earth are effectively ignored. 

Once a Christian accepts the idea of an ancient earth, 
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he is automatically squeezed into abandoning a literal 
interpretation of the biblical creation account. He must reject 
the “days” of Genesis chapter one as being literal, twenty- 
four hour days. Historically, in their frantic need to maintain 
their own credibility as a valid academic discipline, liberal 
theologians reevaluated their views of Genesis chapter one 
and altered their perceptions in order to accommodate the 
evolutionary framework. Consequently, the creation account 
was stylized “myth” and “hymn.” How incredibly naive to 
think that Christians can use the term “myth” to refer to 
Genesis chapter one and there be no connection with liberal 
theology, evolution, and a devaluated view of the inspiration 
of Genesis! 


Practical Effects Of Accepting 
The Ancient Earth Theory 

What are the practical effects of retreating to such a 
view? Many older members of the Lord’s church were faced 
with the growing threat of an evolution-based view of science 
at a time when their own convictions about the reliability 
and inspiration of the Bible were already crystallized. 
Consequently, they simply do not understand what the fuss 
is all about. They are convinced that one can believe in 
evolution and an ancient earth and still hold to firm 
convictions about the reliability of the biblical account of 
creation. 

What they fail to realize is that they had already come 
to accept the Bible viewpoint and so learned to live with the 
logical incompatibility of the two divergent viewpoints. Their 
determination to maintain a belief in the inerrancy of 
Scripture was formed at a time when bold comparisons with 
the evolutionary framework were not forced upon them in 
the classroom. 

But times are different. Those of us whose adolescent 
years have transpired since World War Two have been forced 
to bring into bold relief and stark contrast two clearly 
opposing viewpoints: creation and evolution. Our irreligious 
science teachers caused us to face the fact that there is no 
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common ground between the two views. The only reason for 
accepting the idea of an ancient earth is to accommodate an 
evolutionary position. 

The younger generation is at least genuine and honest 
enough to see and embrace the logical implications of an 
ancient earth viewpoint. Consequently, they have adjusted 
their perceptions of the integrity of the biblical text. They 
recognize that since Genesis chapter one may be interpreted 
rather loosely, so may the rest of the Bible and, for that 
matter, the whole of their parent’s religion. Generated by a 
secular, humanistic society and perpetuated by careless 
parents, the children have come to adopt a relativistic view 
of Christianity. Alarmed, even panic-stricken parents look 
on with wonderment at how their children can so easily 
throw overboard such ironclad certainties as God’s laws 
governing marriage, New Testament worship and the plan 
of salvation. They are apparently blind to the fact that they 
themselves, in league with humanistic philosophy, have sown 
the wind that yielded the whirlwind! 


The Solution 

The solution? It may be too late to save many of our 
generation in whom a modern mind-set has been deeply 
embedded. However, the only road to recovery and the only 
hope for future generations is a return to complete trust in 
the written documents of the Bible. Let’s stop tampering 
with the text in order to accommodate every fast-talking 
“authority” that comes along urging us to “get with it.” Let’s 
take God at his word. Let’s measure everything by the 
standard of the plain teaching of the Bible. Let’s dethrone 
the god of secular education which has become our measuring 
stick and absolute authority. Let’s enthrone the God of heaven 
in our lives and take seriously His ability to communicate 
His view of reality to us in simple, straightforward, easy-to- 
understand language. 

Once we compromise the biblical text, once we 
whitewash the obvious meaning of Scripture in order to 
make its teaching more palatable and “in step” with 
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prevailing conceptualizations, once we adjust Scripture to fit 
our ideas rather than adjusting our ideas to fit Scripture— 
we have lost the battle and Satan has won. And we should 
not be surprised if our children have enough sense to see it 
and live accordingly. 


Did God Create The World? 

Did this world come into existence gradually over long 
periods of time? Is the universe billions of years old? Did the 
universe create itself by means of a “big bang”? Must 
Christians be “theistic evolutionists”? Or was the world 
created by God in six literal days? 

Logically and philosophically, only two alternatives 
present themselves as possible explanations of how the 
universe came into being: either matter created itself or God 
created it. That means that only two approaches to existence 
are available: Creation or Evolution. 

Evolution stakes its plausibility upon long periods of 
time—literally millions and billions of years required for the 
development of life. Thus the age of the earth is a critical 
cornerstone of evolutionary theory. Evolutionists themselves 
admit that without long eons of time, Evolution is simply 
impossible. 

True biblical Creationists, on the other hand, recognize 
that the Bible clearly represents the age of the earth and the 
universe to be quite young—a few thousand years old. The 
Creationist believes that God created the entire universe 
and all life upon the earth in six literal days. Consequently, 
raw, organic, vertical Evolution is untenable—both biblically 
and scientifically. Please consider some of the evidence that 
pertains to these matters. 


Scientific Evidence? 

The average person would surely be amazed to find so 
much scientific evidence which shows the universe and the 
earth to be too young for Evolution to have taken place. This | 
scientific evidence has been suppressed by a biased scientific 
community who has simply decided to accept Evolutionary 
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theory and reject the Bible and Creationism. Take, for 
example, the receding moon. The laws of physics indicate 
that the moon is slowly moving away from the earth. These 
laws also show that the moon could never survive a nearness 
to the earth of less than 11,500 miles—a distance known as 
the Roche limit. Inside that limit, the Earth’s tidal forces 
would break the moon apart. 

Based upon standard uniformitarian principles which 
undergird Evolutionary theory, if you multiply the present 
recession speed of the moon by the presumed Evolutionary 
age, the moon should be much farther away from the earth 
than it now is. Thus scientific evidence shows that the moon 
is not as old as Evolutionary theory requires it to be. The 
receding moon supports Creationism—not Evolution. 

Another example of scientific support for Creationism 
is the shape of the earth. Lord Kelvin argued that the earth’s 
slowing spin rate proves that the earth could not be a billion 
years old. A billion years ago the earth would have been 
spinning twice as fast. If the earth were initially molten, the 
centrifugal force of such a high spin rate would have caused 
an extremely large bulge around the equator. Slow spin 
reduction and fast surface cooling would then have solidified 
the bulge into a high continent that encircled the equator. 
But there is absolutely no trace of such a bulge. 

A third evidence of Creation is seen in the depth of 
lunar dust. Before our astronauts landed on the moon, 
Evolutionary scientists caused great concern. They insisted 
that since the moon was four to five billion years old, the 
rate of influx of dust and the lunar physical processes of rock 
break-up might result in the astronauts sinking into a great 
depth of dust on the moon. But, of course, the astronauts did 
not sink into deep dust. Instead, the Creationists’ predictions 
of only a thin layer of dust, based on a young age for the 
moon, were correct. Here is a case where the bias and false 
predictions of Evolutionary scientists posed a barrier to 
scientific progress. 

Another evidence for a young earth is the rapid rate of 
decay of the earth’s main magnetic field in accordance with 
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the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Scientific calculations 
of the decay of this field have been going on since 1835 and 
measure about five percent per hundred years. Using the 
Evolutionist’s same methodology, if we extrapolate 
backwards, we come to a time when the earth’s magnetic 
field could have been no stronger. We reach a time where if 
the magnetic field had been any stronger, it would have 
ruptured the earth and split it apart. That figure—the age 
limit of the earth’s magnetic field—is 10,000 years! Here we 
have scientific evidence that the earth is neither millions 
nor billions of years old. 

Next we call attention to an important finding of 
astrophysics: the fact that our sun is shrinking—at the rate 
of five feet per hour. Once again, if we know the sun is 
shrinking at that rate and we apply Evolutionary principles 
and work backward, adding five feet per hour to the sun’s 
mass, we quickly come to a point where the sun would be 
too large for life to exist on earth—a few thousand years ago. 
The sun, on this basis, could not be several billion years old. 
Thus Creation is more scientifically feasible than Evolution. 

Still another instance of scientific evidence for Creation 
and a young earth is seen in the work of Sir Fred Hoyle, one 
of the most famous astronomers in the world. Dr. Hoyle was 
knighted by the Queen of England for his scientific 
achievements. He pointed out a very real problem. Most of 
the universe is composed of hydrogen. But hydrogen is 
gradually being converted into helium in what appears to be 
an irreversible process. But Dr. Hoyle discovered that the 
universe remains almost entirely composed of hydrogen. Yet 
if the universe were infinitely old, as the Evolutionists 
maintain, the universe ought to contain far more helium. On 
the basis of his findings, Dr. Hoyle concluded that the 
Creation issue simply cannot be dodged. He even went so far 
as to note that asking him to believe that the spontaneous 
generation of life on this earth in only 4.5 billion years, has 
produced a human being we today know as homo sapiens, 
is like asking him to believe that a whirlwind went through 
a junkyard and, from the materials contained therein, 
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assembled a Boeing 747. 

One final item pertains to population statistics. 
Evolutionists believe that man has been here only about one 
million years. Population statisticians are people who 
estimate the world’s population taking into account death, 
famine, disease, war, etc. Using Evolution’s assumptions, 
how many people ought there to be on earth if human beings 
have been here for one million years? That figure stands at 
1 x 10 to the 5000th power! That’s a one with 5000 zeros 
added on behind. Let me attempt to give you an idea of the 
magnitude of that number. At the known estimated size of 
the entire universe—twenty billion light years in diameter— 
if you were to take people of our size and cram them into 
our universe like sardines, filling the entire universe, you 
might barely squeeze in 1 x 10 to the 100th power. That 
leaves you with a one with 4900 zeros left over. You can’t 
even get them into the observable universe! If, on the other 
hand, you accept Creationist figures with the earth having 
been here some six to eight thousand years, there ought to 
be around five billion people on earth. 

These instances are but a few of the myriad of examples 
of scientific evidence that support Creation and conflict with 
‘Evolution. The honest inquirer owes it to himself to 
investigate this matter in greater detail in order to recognize 
the foolishness of compromising with the evolutionary 
community. We now turn to the Bible’s own claims concerning 
these matters. 


Biblical Evidence 

Sometimes believers in the Bible fee! compelled to 
capitulate to pseudo-scientific claims by attempting to 
harmonize the Bible with alleged scientific data. The 
propaganda pertaining to the long periods of time required 
for Evolution has been so effectively repeated time and again 
that many think the earth has been here for billions of 
years. Thus they feel the need to bend the Bible narrative 

to accommodate the Evolutionary framework. 
But the Bible unequivocally teaches a young earth and 
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a young universe. The Bible clearly maintains that the 
Creation of the universe and everything therein was 
accomplished in a few days and stands in stark contrast to 
the Evolutionary claim of billions of years. 

Genesis chapter one presents a very simple, 
straightforward record of how God created the universe. 
Eight times a simple phrase is repeated: “And God said” 
(Genesis 1:3,6,9,11,14,20,24,26). In each case, God speaks 
into existence a certain aspect of the created order. Each 
time God speaks, the inspired writer very simply reports 
that it was done. You cannot objectively read the first 
chapter of Genesis without getting the distinct impression 
that God literally spoke the universe, with all of its 
constituent elements, into existence. Both organic and 
inorganic matter came into existence by the verbal command 
of God! 

Yet Evolutionists would have us to believe that things 
were much more gradual than that. They hold that things 
did not just suddenly come into existence. Rather, over long 
periods of time, millions and billions of years, various aspects 
of the physical universe and the life forms within it emerged 
and eased into existence. 

Liberal scholars have attempted to sidestep the clear 
import of the marvelous Genesis account of Creation in an 
effort to identify themselves with the “modern scientific” 
approach. They have labeled chapter one as a “hymn” or a 
“myth.” Some have insisted that this is a figurative 
description. Others have maintained that it is a nonscientific 
depiction of Creation in keeping with the primitive peoples 
who wrote it. 

Consider the following threefold response to such 
thinking: (1) First of all, the biblical view of inspiration will 
not allow this understanding. The Bible, though written by 
some forty different writers over a period of 1600 years, 
nevertheless has but one author—the Holy Spirit—who . 
governed each writer in such a way that he wrote no 
falsehood. These writers may not use the scientific jargon 
that mere men have since developed, but the biblical writers 
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did give us a true and accurate description of what actually 
happened. 

(2) Secondly, this chapter does not possess any of the 
marks of poetic or figurative language. Even if it did, poetic 
language does not convey fantasy and fairy tales! For 
example, the Twenty-third Psalm speaks of the Lord being 
a shepherd who makes a person to lie down in green pastures. 
That’s poetic imagery. The person does not literally go out 
and lie down in a field. But notice that the imagery describes 
real life events. There really are sheep and shepherds and 
green pastures. A person’s spiritual relationship to the Lord 
is compared to the physical relationship of a shepherd to his 
sheep. 

So Genesis chapter one gives a literal account of what 
God did in bringing the universe into existence. Far too 
many people, when they do not wish to accept what the 
Bible is clearly teaching, find it easy to just pass the Bible 
off by saying, “Well, that’s just figurative.” Anyone who has 
spent a serious amount of time studying the Bible knows 
that such a person is simply ill-informed. 

(3) Thirdly, Genesis chapter one is intended to be taken 
literally because the rest of the writers of the Bible do so. 
‘ Hebrews 11:3 states, “Through faith we understand that the 
worlds were framed by the word of God...” What about 
II Peter 3:4-7? After speaking of “the beginning of the 
creation,” Peter declares, “For this they willingly are ignorant 
of, that by the word of God the heavens were of old...But 
the heavens and the earth, which are now, by the same 
word are kept in store...” Peter is saying that the universe 
existed as a result of God’s word. 

Hebrews 1:2-3 states that God, through Jesus, “made 
the worlds” and to Jesus is given the role of “upholding all 
things by the word of his power.” No wonder the Psalmist 
declared: “By the word of the Lord were the heavens made; 
and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth”; “For 
he spake, and it was done; He commanded, and it stood fast” 
(Psm. 33:6,9; cf., 148:5). A simple, unbiased reading of 
Scripture leaves no room for Evolutionary theory and eons 
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of time. 

Consider these further points. If God had wanted to 
communicate the idea that He created everything in six 
literal days, how else could He have conveyed that idea 
other than the way He did so in Genesis chapter one? But 
if that chapter is not clear enough and if all these other 
passages of Scripture are not clear enough, consider the fact 
that God, Himself, states that the entire created order was 
brought into existence by Him in six literal days. The occasion 
was the giving of the Ten Commandments. God imparted to 
the Israelite nation the rules and regulations that were to 
govern their lives. 

When He commanded them to observe the seventh day 
of the week as a sabbath—a day in which labor was to 
cease—God gave the following rationale: “For in six days the 
Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them 
is, and rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blessed 
the sabbath day, and hallowed it” (Exod. 20:11). Words cannot 
get any clearer than that. Here is a nonfigurative, nonpoetic, 
straightforward, face-value declaration that God created the 
entire universe in six literal days. The Israelites could have 
understood the statement in no other way. 

Notice, then, that the human race, the first human 
beings on this planet, were only five days younger than the 
earth. The universe is only five days older than man. Jesus 
agreed with that assessment for in Mark 10:6 He 
explained that “from the beginning of the creation God 
made them male and female” (Cf., Matt. 19:4). That one 
passage alone discounts Evolution—whether theistic or 
atheistic. 

From present day back to Jesus’ day is two thousand 
years. From Jesus back to Abraham (Gen. 12) is another two 
thousand years. That can be easily documented by 
archaeology as well as the biblical text. That only leaves 
from Abraham back to the Creation, which is some twenty 
generations in the genealogies (Gen. 5; 11; I Chron. 1; Matt. 
1; Luke 3; Jude 14). Jude makes clear that Enoch was the 
seventh from Adam—which squares with Genesis. The 
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genealogical lists given in the Bible were not intended to 
establish an exact age for the earth. Rather, they provide us 
with a substantially complete record of the lineage of Christ. 
So some gaps may be expected—but very few. 

There is absolutely no room in these lists for the millions 
and billions of years postulated by Evolution. The lists are 
sufficiently complete to estimate the age of the earth at less 
than ten thousand years. The biblical record simply will not 
accommodate Evolution. 


Conclusion 

Sufficient scientific and biblical evidence exists to 
demonstrate that the universe, our earth, and life itself were 
created only a few thousand years ago. The Bible’s report of 
how the world came into existence is authentic and reliable— 
just as it is in all of its other details. 

The apostle Peter described how some people would 
insist upon believing that life on this planet has just continued 
on unchanged indefinitely. They would conclude that no end 
is in sight and that Jesus will not return. But in graphic 
fashion, Peter affirmed that, in fact, the universe is being 
reserved by God for a day in which the entire created order 
‘ will be set on fire—“the heavens shall pass away with a 
great noise, and the elements shall melt with fervent heat, 
the earth also and the works that are therein shall be burned 
up” (II Peter 3:10). Peter then asked this penetrating 
question: “Seeing then that all these things shall be dissolved, 
what manner of persons ought you to be in all holy living 
and godliness?” 

The same God who spoke the universe into existence 
is going to completely destroy and dissolve the created order 
one day. Eternity will be ushered in with every human who 
has ever lived being consigned to either Heaven or Hell. 
Every individual would do well to accept God’s own 
description of how He created the material universe and life 
within it ex nihilo, orally commanding matter into existence. 
Pseudo-science must not be allowed to intimidate the believer 
into relinquishing an honest and accurate appraisal of the 
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text of Scripture. Pseudo-science must not be allowed to 
serve as an underlying catalyst for unscriptural change in 
the church. 


Part I Summary 

The roots of change have slowly but surely grown, 
surging beneath the fertile soil of American civilization, firmly 
positioning themselves into place. Culturally, theologically, 
politically, and scientifically—the stage has been set. Heavily 
affected by these underlying influences, the change agents 
are poised to cast their spell over the church and mesmerize 
all who will allow themselves to be brought under their 
enchantment. We turn now to the forces that are fueling the 
drive for change. 


Endnotes 
1 John Clayton of South Bend, Indiana is one prominent 
speaker among churches of Christ who reflects this tendency. See 
the excellent review of Clayton’s viewpoints in Bert Thompson and 
Wayne Jackson, In the Shadow of Darwin (Montgomery, AL: 
Apologetics Press, Inc., 1992). 


2 Study carefully the unanswerable documentation proving 
the penetration of evolution at Abilene Christian University in 
Bert Thompson’s Is Genesis Myth? (Montgomery, AL: Apologetics 
Press, Inc., 1986) and the objective, independent assessment 
provided by the Institute for Creation Research: “Abilene Christian 
University Sponsors Seminar on Creation and Age of the Earth” 
Acts & Facts 16 (May 1987):4 in which ICR observers note that 
several ACU science faculty members hold the old age view of the 
earth. Cf., Wayne Jackson, “More on the Evolution Controversy 
at Abilene Christian University” Christian Courier 21 (Feb. 
1986):38-40. 


3 The following scientific details are taken from Dr. Thomas 
G. Barnes’ article “Evidence Points to a Recent Creation,” 
Christianity Today (October 8, 1982):34-36, and Bert Thompson’s 
material from Apologetics Press, Inc. in Montgomery, Alabama. 
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Chapter 5 


AN AGE OF REBELLION 


he Israelites had survived centuries of Egyptian 
slavery and oppression. They exited Egypt in stunning 
fashion, observing the marvelous miracles that enabled them 
to elude Pharaoh’s retaliatory grasp and sustain themselves 
in the harsh, unforgiving terrain of the Sinai Peninsula. 
Encamped in the Paran Desert at 
“or rebellion is Kadesh, they anxiously awaited 
news from the reconnaissance 
, personnel who had been sent to 
of witchcraft investigate Palestinian land 
—I Samuel 15:23 conditions and their future 
homeland. Upon their return, ten 
of the twelve men reported to the populace that the nation 
lacked the necessary capability to conquer the current 
residents. 
. As the community showed signs of panic, Caleb 
attempted to calm the people by insisting they were well 
able to conquer the land and urging them to go up at once 
and do so (Num. 13:30). The entire nation stayed up all 
night weeping, their national hopes and dreams dashed. By 
morning, they had begun to make alternate plans to appoint 
a new leader who would guide them back to Egypt and 
slavery. Joshua and Caleb spoke up: 


as the sin 


The land we passed through to spy out is an 
exceedingly good land. If the Lord delights in us, 
then He will bring us into this land and give it to 
us, a land which flows with milk and honey. Only 
do not rebel against the Lord... (Num. 14:7-9). 


Their hesitation to comply with God’s instructions amounted 


to rebellion. 
During the final year of his life, Moses, at the age of 
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120, delivered a farewell address to the nation whom he had 
served as leader for forty years. He wrote a song that was 
to serve as a sort of national anthem to remind the people 
that their future disobedience would inevitably bring upon 
them trouble. He summarized the crucial importance of the 
song as a formal witness against them by announcing: 


...for I know your rebellion and your stiff neck. 
If today, while I am yet alive with you, you 
have been rebellious against the Lord, then 
how much more after my death? (Deut. 31:27). 


Their inconsistent compliance with God’s words amounted 
to rebellion. 

God instructed Saul to engage the nation of Amalek in 
battle. He was to completely annihilate the human and 
animal population (due to previous treachery—Exod. 17:8- 
16; Deut. 25:17-19). Saul complied with the order to go to 
war. However, he made some slight adjustments in the 
execution details by sparing the life of the Amalekite king 
as well as the best of the animals. God considered the 
compromise to be a failure to follow Him and perform His 
commandments (I Sam. 15:11). Saul, on the other hand, 
twice insisted that he, in fact, had obeyed God (I Sam. 
15:13,20). He even represented his adjustments of God’s 
instructions as noble efforts to honor God through sacrificial 
offerings (I Sam. 15:15,21). Samuel’s inspired assessment of 
Saul’s disobedient actions included the words: 


For rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, and 
stubbornness is as iniquity and idolatry (I Sam. 
15:23). 


Saul’s failure to comply completely with God’s instructions 
was an act of rebellion. 

While Zedekiah was king over the southern kingdom 
of Judah, a prophet named Hananiah arose. The message he 
presented to the remaining inhabitants of Jerusalem was a 
positive message of optimism, encouragement and 
reassurance. He assured them that within two years the 
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Babylonian oppressions that had been inflicted against them 
would come to an end. When Jeremiah heard this 
announcement, he said, “Amen” and offered his well-wishes 
that the Lord would do as Hananiah said that He would. 
However, the Lord informed Jeremiah that Hananiah was, 
in fact, a false prophet. Jeremiah was instructed to go to 
Hananiah and make the following pronouncement: 

Hear now, Hananiah, the Lord has not sent you, 

but you make this people trust in a lie. Therefore 

thus says the Lord: Behold, I will cast you from the 

face of the earth. This year you shall die, because 

you have taught rebellion against the Lord (Jer. 

28:15-16). 
Hananiah died within two months. Why? Because he 
promoted rebellion against God’s will. 

Looking back to the 1960s, one is surely struck by the 
fact that rebellion was a central feature of what took place. 
The younger generation and the older generation came into 
sharp conflict creating “the generation gap.” The younger 
generation was, in reality, rebelling against the older 
generation by challenging and rejecting the values and 
principles that characterized the preceding generation. The 
' cultural turmoil that was manifested in the 1960s in the 
form of long hair, antiwar, anti-Establishment, use of drugs, 
acceptance of Eastern religion, etc., was nothing other than 
a rebellion against authority. The rebellious younger 
generation behaved in precisely the same fashion as any 
over-indulged, spoiled child behaves. Lacking the discipline 
he so desperately needs to inculcate self-control and personal 
restraint, he clamors for his own way—even though he is 
uncertain from moment to moment as to what that way is. 

Now that we have moved into the 1990s, we are seeing 
the fruit of the 1960s decade of rebellion against authority. 
A full-scale breakdown of authority is in effect. The babyboom 
generation has achieved adulthood and are now in positions 
of leadership. Their influence has spread throughout society. 
They have created a climate in which the following 
circumstances are free to flourish. 
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America has more crime and more criminals than ever 
before. What are criminals? People who refuse to submit to 
the authority of the legal system. Our judicial system is 
clogged and backed up with cases. The self-indulgent, “me 
first” mentality of the rebellious 1960s is further seen in the 
widespread, commonplace practice of suing others. You can 
even sue a restaurant if their coffee is too hot—and win! 

The lack of respect for authority is seen in the fact that 
lawyers are no longer interested in ascertaining guilt or 
innocence and seeing that justice is served. Now the objective 
is to beat the system, look for technicalities to short-circuit 
the process, and do whatever is necessary to acquit the guilty. 
We have made a complete mockery of justice and respectful 
submission to the laws of the land is a laughing stock. 


Because the sentence against an evil work is not 
executed speedily, therefore the heart of the sons of 
men is fully set in them to do evil (Eccl. 8:11). 


Policemen were once held up as paragons of virtue and 
they commanded respect in society. No decent, upstanding 
individual in America would dare to have an encounter with 
a police officer. Such would have been disgraceful. The average 
American was inevitably a “law-abiding citizen.” But now, 
the authority of the police is openly challenged and 
undermined. They were called “pigs” and “fuzz” in the 1960s. 
Now it is even worse. Citizens resist them, cuss them, and 
even shoot them. 

The rebellion against authority has been transmitted to 
succeeding generations. Children are no longer being taught 
to respect and submit to authority. Consequently, gangs are 
on the increase. Parents are fading into irrelevance and cannot 
control their own children. Public school systems are out of 
control with children shooting one another and inflicting 
violence against their teachers. Teachers are leaving their 
profession or retiring early because time ordinarily spent . 
teaching is spent simply trying to maintain control of the 
classroom. 

Can we not see that the fuel for change in churches of 
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Christ is simply an extension of the widespread refusal to 
submit to authority? Can we not see that the push for change 
and the introduction of new worship practices is simply the 
same restless inclination to have one’s own way that 
mushroomed in the 1960s? It matters not that the change 
agents are at least remaining with the church and are 
pursuing religious concerns. Saul remained with the people 
of God and pursued religious concerns. So did the Israelites 
and Hananiah. God still denounced their manipulations as 
stubborn and rebellious. One key ingredient in the fuel for 
change is this incessant inclination to rebel. 


SI! 


Chapter 6 


Tue SuHiFt To EMOTION 


eae factor which is fueling the push for change 
is the extent to which emotion and feeling affect doctrine 
and religious practice. Care must be taken to refrain from 
justifying religious practice by confusing spirituality with 
mere physical or emotional 5 . 
sensation. Change agents manifest Opirituality 
an implicit misunderstanding of the 
nature of spirituality, the role of 
emotion and the essentiality of being governed 
obedience. They equate emotion and by the biblical 
feeling with being spiritual. The 
changes in worship which they content authored 
advocate are targeted at stimulating by the Opirit 
emotions and making worshippers 
feel their religion. These emotional sensations are then 
mistaken for spirituality and religious authenticity. 


consists of 


Misplaced Homage To Emotion 

For example, Lynn Anderson! cites a Sunday morning 
assembly in which a “communion trio” sang to the 
congregation and thereby “helped us express emotions for 
which the congregation knew no song.” “The congregation 
sat profoundly moved and with uplifted faces as tears flowed” 
(p. 1386). Apparently, shedding tears is conclusive proof that 
the activity is “authentic,” spiritual, and scriptural. Similarly, 
a soloist confessed he used to feel guilty for feeling the way 
he now felt after singing a solo. His present sentiment is: “I 
can’t imagine honoring God any other way” (p. 112). Anderson 
describes the event as one in which “the Spirit of God fell 
in rich measure on that place” (p. 112). 

But the Bible simply does not teach that stimulating 
the emotions is God-honoring or proof of the Spirit’s presence. 
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God does not call upon us to refurbish worship so that people 
are not “feeling emotionally left out” (p. 123). If it takes a 
trio singing to the congregation during the Lord’s Supper for 
the people to affirm, “Surely the Lord was in this place 
today!” (p. 127), those people have been conditioned to confuse 
emotion and newness with spirituality. I suppose if the trio 
had not sung, the Lord would not have been in that place 
that day! I suppose the observance of the Lord’s Supper for 
centuries without trios has prevented the Lord from being 
present! 

For worship to achieve a state of “excellence that honors 
and glorifies God” (pp. 43, 146), one must pattern worship 
according to God’s specifications (Lev. 10:3). Even if cultural 
paradigms are swiftly shifting (p. 49), the shift is away from 
God. God will hardly accept compromise with those shifting 
sands. The uninhibited worship style portrayed in the movie 
Sister Act (p. 113) is hardly the spiritual behavior which 
God expects.? Such behavior certainly stimulates emotions 
and enables worshippers to “get down.” But God is not 
impressed nor pleased. Whereas God’s criteria for worship 
is “in spirit and in truth” (John 4:24), the change agent’s 
criteria is “a warm, friendly, contemporary environment” (p. 
‘ 90), right-brain styles (pp. 103-115), and the preferences of 
babyboomers who look for convenience, not doctrinal 
correctness, and that which “serves their spiritual purposes” 
(p. 203). 

Notice the concern with fashioning worship to suit 
humans and what humans think and feel is spiritual and 
meaningful. The starting point is all wrong. The change 
agent begins with human preferences and builds his entire 
case on the need to cater to thase human preferences so 
people can “experience” religion. But then he places a 
contradictory disclaimer on his case by noting that God is 
the audience and “worship is not meant to be experienced 
so much as to be offered, so that God might be glorified” (p. 
115): 

In other words, let’s restructure worship so we can 
“experience” our worship (p. 42) and feel good—then let’s 
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offer that to God and expect Him to accept it since it comes 
from our desire and our heart! Since babyboomers resist 
authority (p. 6; Cf., 203), let’s forget God’s authority and 
on our own authority give them what they won’t resist! 
Since people today want to worship with “freedom” in their 
“own heart language” (p. 35), we’ll free them from God’s 
dictates and let them have what they want. Since God’s will 
doesn’t “make sense to them” (p. 35), we'll offer them 
whatever does make sense to them! 

This emphasis upon the emotional expectations of the 
worshipper completely misapprehends the emphasis evident 
in Scripture. Biblically, a warm, friendly church environment 
is coincidentally achieved when the assembly is carefully 
conformed to God’s directions—not worshipper desires. This 
is further proof that the change being promoted is illicit— 
based upon unscriptural criteria. It never seems to dawn on 
the change agent that his “left-brain, right-brain tendencies” 
contention is humanistic hocus-pocus. We are living in a day 
when the overall direction of society is away from truth and 
rational assessment of truth toward “feeling good.” As a 
result, a significant upsurge in pentecostalism has resulted 
and society as a whole is bent toward feeling good and 
pleasing self. Rather than accommodate this aberration, as 
the change agent proposes (p. 108), attempting to please 
people who have cultivated more emotional, “touchy-feely” 
appetites, we ought to help those people to reorient 
themselves in order to awaken and cultivate their depressed 
spiritual appetites. 

The shift to emotion is further seen in the emphasis 
being placed on the “mystery” of faith and the inability of 
humans to “explain” God. The change agent is attempting 
to show that churches of Christ have been top heavy on the 
rational (pp. 110-111, 222). But the priority of the intellectual 
and rational over the emotional among churches of Christ is 
simply a reflection of the same priority, the same balance, . 
that Scripture portrays. We have simply stressed the 
necessity of knowing God’s will for our lives (John 6:45; 7:17; 
8:32). We have emphasized that the mind, directed by the 
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word of the Spirit, must bring under control the body with 
its passions, emotions and appetites (Rom. 7:13-8:14). 
“Rational” refers simply to drawing correct conclusions from 
the biblical evidence. The change agent acts as if we cannot 
know right from wrong, correct doctrine from incorrect 
doctrine, the rational from the irrational. But the Bible 
affirms otherwise (I Thess. 5:21; I John 4:1; Matt. 7:15-20). 
‘(Consult Chapter 12 regarding the New Hermeneutic’s 
aversion to logic). 


The Transcendence of God? 

This same suggestion—that we accentuate the 
“mystery” of faith and human inability to explain God—is 
seen in The Worldly Church,? a book circulated among 
churches of Christ a few years ago. The subtle nudging of 
worshippers toward emotion as the standard of authority 
and authenticity came in the call for a stronger sense of the 
transcendence of God (e.g., pp. 3ff, 20). While the basic concept 
of recognizing the transcendence of God is sound and 
meaningful, “transcendence” must not become a pious guise 
for subjective inclination. The use of “mysterious” (p. 3) and 
“impenetrable mystery” (p. 69) suggests a subtle concession 
_to existentialism and rejection of reason. 

But the Bible simply does not pit “mysterious” against 
“reason” as the authors of The Worldly Church do. Instead, 
the Bible contrasts mystery with revelation, i.e., that which 
is hidden with that which is revealed. In current English, 
“mystery” connotes “a matter that remains unexplained or 
secret,” but the term also carries with it the further nuance 
of obscurity, puzzlement, and “a religious truth that is beyond 
human powers to understand.”4 The words “mystical” and 
“mystique” more clearly convey this shade of meaning. In 
this sense, a mystery can refer to something which cannot 
be known, understood or explained because of its esoteric 
nature. The word “mystical” also includes “intuitive or 
subjective perception beyond the ordinary range of human 
experience” and “beyond the comprehension of human 
reason.” 


oD 


The doctrine of the mystery of God needs to be restudied 
in our day. Specific passages that clarify this concept include 
Romans 16:25-26; I Corinthians 2:7; Ephesians 3:1-9; 
Colossians 1:26; and II Timothy 1:9-10. The essence of the 
Greek term musterion refers to “something on which silence 
must be kept.”© Its use in the New Testament bears no 
relation to the mystery cults. “Since the musterion of God 
as such is disclosed in revelation, its concealment is always 
manifest with its proclamation.”6 We must not conclude that 
our approach to biblical religion is to be characterized as 
incomprehensible, mystical, or “better felt than told.” God 
has chosen to reveal and disclose His will to us with the 
accompanying expectation that we can grasp that will. 

We would not hesitate to affirm the Bible’s declaration 
of the greatness of God, His eternality, His divinity, and His 
ways (Isa. 55:8-9; Rom. 11:33-36; Deut. 29:29). But we 
challenge the conclusion that we must sit back and wait for 
some inner “twitch” (which is then attributed to the Holy 
Spirit) to guide us. God did not include these passages which 
identify His transcendence in order to neutralize us into an 
irrational, anti-logic posture. He does not intend to cause us 
to slump into some sort of subjective attitude in which we 
just sit back stupefied and dumbfounded, waiting for God’s 
Spirit to stimulate us! 

Rather, He demands that we study, search, examine 
and correctly reason about His written words (II Tim. 2:15; 
Acts 17:11; I John 4:1; I Thess. 5:21). How inconsistent to 
produce a treatise endeavoring logically to prove its claims 
that churches of Christ have been too heavily oriented toward 
logic! Mark it down, dear reader: only those who realize 
their ideas cannot be legitimized and substantiated by clear, 
sensible reasoning will decry logic and valid reasoning. If a 
false teacher can minimize clear thinking and inch people 
toward a more subjective, obscure, feeling-oriented mindset, 
he then has a chance of convincing them to embrace his 
ideas. 

The Worldly Church reflects the same condition with 
which much of our brotherhood is afflicted: a shift away 
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from reason and rationality in exchange for a “touchy-feely,” 
emotional approach to religion which emphasizes personal 
experience rather than cognitive comprehension. Such an 
approach was foreign to both Philip and Paul’s evangelistic 
activities (Acts 8:30; 26:25). They reasoned with people and 
required rational, logical comprehension in response. 
Rightfully so. After all, it was God Himself who said, “Come 
now, let us reason together” (Isa. 1:18). At the risk of being 
branded a “rationalist” or “logician,” we simply must get 
back to the Bible and return to solid, sound proclamation of 
Bible truths. 

How do we “recover a sense of the transcendence of 
God”? Is this strictly an emotional apprehension? Does this 
recovery require people to ascertain how they feel about 
God, or what they know and believe about God? The latter 
must precede the former if faith (i.e., obedient response to 
God) is to be valid and legitimate. 

Additionally, the Bible does not emphasize God’s 
transcendence and “the frailty and limited understanding of 
humankind” (p. 5) in order to cause man to recoil into 
ignorant, uninformed, “mysterious” silence where he must 
- flounder and flail amid human emotion or experiential 
sensations reminiscent of pentecostal, charismatic, “holy 
roller” approaches to religion. Too much emphasis upon 
“mystery” in religion leaves the individual with the 
impression that he cannot hope to even begin to conform to 
a prescribed framework (Rom. 1:19). 

But the Bible teaches that God has provided us with 
all that we need to know—all that is necessary to be in a 
right relationship with Him (John 8:32; IT Peter 1:3). Dwelling 
on what we do not or cannot know is pointless, irrelevant 
and misleading. God does not expect us to fathom fully His 
being. He only expects us to love, trust and obey Him. He 
has provided us with access to sufficient knowledge for doing 
so. The Bible stresses the ignorance of man in order to 
humble him and make him receptive to the knowledge that 
God wishes to impart. In the words of the Psalmist: “Be still, 
and know that I am God” (Psm. 46:10). The call for awareness 
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of the transcendence of God and the “mystery” of faith is 
simply a subtle ploy to enthrone feeling and emotion as the 
determiners of religious authenticity. 


Emotion in Music 

The shift to emotion is especially manifesting itself in 
the area of church music. For example, Lynn Anderson? 
plays up the negative aspects of over-familiarity, asserting 
that our old songs have lost their meaning (p. 125). Yet, he 
is quick to say we ought not to “jettison traditional hymns” 
(p. 185). Why? If his rationale is correct, we ought to jettison 
them all! But his rationale is not correct. God expects us to 
engage in attitude adjustment, i.e., repentance, if worship 
becomes rote. To be consistent, Anderson ought to be 
asserting that we need to jettison the Bible since preaching 
consists of presenting the same old truths over and over, 
year in and year out! Obviously, worship songs are not the 
problem. Some people just need to get their attitude straight 
so that worship remains new, fresh and genuine. I wonder 
if the wives of change agents recognize where they will stand 
if their husbands begin applying the same change rationale 
to their overfamiliarity of them! 

Anderson insists that a “gifted musician” can make 
even familiar, traditional music better (p. 136). But that 
simply proves that change agents are after something other 
than the spiritual, because the spiritual aspect of songs 
pertains to their meaning. Change agents are not looking 
to change the words of the song to help convey meaning. 
They're wanting to accentuate the aesthetic, the emotional, 
the skill of the musician—that which makes people feel 
their sensations stimulated—and then conclude that the 
music is “better.” 

Notice the contrasting viewpoints: (1) The Bible’s view 
is to address the intellect, the mind, informing the person 
of the will of God. That word is calculated to then bring the 
whole person—emotions, body, mind and all—into obedient 
harmony with deity. (2) The change agent’s view is to target 
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specifically the emotions, the physical craving for the 
sensational, the entertaining, the interesting. The individual 
must to some extent disengage the mind in order to allow 
the pleasurable feelings to prevail and dominate. This 
momentary condition of euphoria is then equated with 
authentic spiritual experience. 


The True Meaning of Spirituality 

Biblical spirituality is not so much what one feels as 
what one comes to know and do. The “spiritual” person in 
the Bible is the one who earnestly seeks to come to an 
understanding of God’s will and then diligently obeys that 
will. “Spirituality” consists of being governed by the biblical 
substance and content authored by the Spirit (I Cor. 2:13- 
15; 14:37). Since the word of God was authored by the Spirit, 
to be “spiritual” is to imbibe His teachings and to engage 
one’s own spirit in a fruitful encounter with the Holy Spirit’s 
message (I Peter 2:2,5). His thoughts, opinions, and precepts 
are permitted to impact the human spirit (Rom. 15:27). 

“Spiritual worship” entails responding rationally to 
God’s will with worship that is approved by Him (Rom. 12:1- 
_ 2). “Spiritual songs” (Eph. 5:19) are songs whose lyrics convey 
correct biblical concepts. The “law is spiritual” (Rom. 7:14) 
because its source is the Spirit and it constitutes an accurate 
expression of the Spirit’s will. 

Yet current proponents of change leave the impression 
that our worship assemblies would be more “spiritual” if we 
would begin employing lifting up arms, dramatic 
presentations, handclapping, female worship leaders, solos 
and choirs, etc. They simply have not grasped the biblical 
meaning of “spirituality.” Such innovations cannot be 
“spiritual” since they are not authorized by the Spirit in the 
New Testament. They may well create more emotional 
excitement among participants, but such pleasurable 
sensations are not what the Bible designates “spiritual.” 

Our pentecostal neighbors have long since demonstrated 
that external artifice and focus on physical display is no 
indication of true, spiritual worship. In fact, the evidence 
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suggests that such cheap substitutes sidetrack people from 
true worship. While God intends for our emotions to be 
engaged as we worship, pure emotional stimulation must 
not be mistaken for spiritual worship, nor become the 
essential goal of the worshipper. 

Our current culture’s propensity for centering on 
external appearance and surface image has led some into 
thinking that external emotional indicators (like uplifted 
arms, shouts, squeals, handclapping, etc.) are the criteria 
for measuring spirituality. Nothing could be further from 
biblical truth. It surely smacks of ego and arrogance for the 
present generation to be judgmental about the preceding 
generation by deeming them unspiritual simply because their 
worship appeared on the outside to be formal and 
unemotional. Their worship was extremely spiritual, not 
only because it conformed faithfully to the Spirit’s own 
instructions, but because it demonstrated compliant spirits, 
respectful hearts, and a generation of people who were 
gripped by a calm and reverent awe for the majestic Creator 
of the universe. They did not fashion their worship to suit 
or stimulate themselves. They did not need artificial 
stimulants to bring meaning to their religion and their lives. 
They found true contentment and zestful satisfaction in 
knowing that they were in tune with their Father and in 
line with His will. 

Their focus was clearly upon God and genuine linkage 
with Him. The focus being urged upon us today by the “change 
agents” is on the stimulation of the worshipper. Display and 
show are the inevitable result as well as never-ending 
innovation and change as “creative thinkers” (not content to 
conform to God’s thinking) perpetually formulate “fresh” 
ideas and new practices. By insisting upon calling attention 
to self and to “worship leaders,” i.e., professional performers, 
worshippers become spectators who have been distracted 
from worship with attention drawn away from God. 

Those who wish to revolutionize worship practice in 
our day owe it to themselves to examine earnestly their 
motives in hopes of deterring them from their road to ruin. 
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They have aligned themselves with a long line of individuals 
who have clamored for change—with disastrous consequences 
(e.g., Gen. 3:6; Exod. 32:1-28; Lev. 10:1-3; Num. 11:1-35; 
12:1-16; 14:4; 16:1-50; I Sam. 8:1-22; 13:8-14; 14:1-35; II 
Sam. 6:1-11; II Chron. 26:16-21; Isa. 30:9-13; Jer. 6:13-19; 
et al.). 


The Proper Interplay Between 
Emotion, Reason And Behavior 

The conversion of the high-ranking treasurer of Ethiopia 
provides a fitting example of the proper interplay between 
reason, doctrine and emotion (Acts 8:26-39). On a return 
trip to Ethiopia from Jerusalem, this government official 
was reading from Isaiah chapter fifty-three while sitting in 
his chariot. When Philip encountered him, he asked if he 
understood what he was reading. Expressing his desire for 
assistance, Philip took a seat in the chariot with him and 
proceeded to explain Bible teaching to him. Notice that 
Christianity is first and foremost a cognitive experience. 
Intellectual awareness, mental comprehension, must occur 

first and must take priority over every other facet of religious 
. experience. 

After listening to and thinking about the concepts 

articulated by Philip, the treasurer “put two and two together” 

-when he came upon a body of water. Based upon what he 
had learned from his Bible study with Philip, he concluded 
that he must be baptized to please God. Notice that the 
second facet of religious experience is obedient response— 
compliance with the stipulations of God. Correct reasoning 
must lead to correct conclusions to which a person’s will and 
body must submit. 

After achieving a rational comprehension of God’s will, 
making a conscious, informed decision to conform to that 
will, and then enacting obedience, the treasury official “went 
on his way rejoicing.” Here is the proper place of emotion in 
the Christian religion. Here is the correct balance between 
human reason, divine doctrine, and human emotion. Human 
emotion is to be brought under the control of the human 
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mind as that mind is governed by the words of God. Emotion 
must be rooted in rationality. Rationality must take priority 
over emotion. The biblical sequence is: facts, faith—and 
then feeling. 


Conclusion 

The times in which we live have certainly demonstrated 
a heavy orientation toward emotion. The tremendous increase 
in diversity of viewpoint in American society with reference 
to morality, religion—and virtually everything else—reflects 
the shift away from rational assessment of truth. The result 
has been that most people are living life from the subjective 
perspective of how they feel about things. Out of this cultural 
inclination to resist absolute, objective standards, youthful 
agents of change in churches of Christ have reacted to what 
they perceived to be an emotionless approach to religion by 
the older generation. 

Apart from whether this perception is fair or accurate, 
we must reaffirm the fact that emotion is permissable in the 
practice of New Testament Christianity. Emotions were 
created by God. The problem facing the church is that those 
wanting change are assigning an unscriptural function to 
the emotions. They are employing the emotions in a way and 
to an extent that God never intended.8 

Liberalism, whether in politics or religion, relies heavily 
upon emotion rather than intellect, reason and rational 
persuasion. The liberal call for change arises out of emotion, 
is driven by emotion, and depends upon emotion for its 
continued survival. Emotion is simply one more fuel source 
being tapped to achieve the objective of change. 


Endnotes 
1 Lynn Anderson, Navigating the Winds of Change (West 
Monroe, LA: Howard Publishing Co., 1994). The subsequent page 
numbers given in parentheses are references to Anderson’s book. . 
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Wineskins (November 1992) in which he, too, urges the church 
to adapt to such worship styles in order to draw more people into 
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Chapter 7 


CHURCH GROWTH AND 


THE DrivE For RELEVANCE 


A third key item that is being used to fuel change in 
the church is the unfortunate and misplaced emphasis 
upon church growth and the desire to be relevant. It seems 
that there is no end to the lengths that some will go to bring 
about church growth. They surely appear to God a sad sight 
as they go from one large 
‘You oS Beye pai oa group to another 
rantically grasping for ways to 
and sea fo win one | make the church swell to great 
numbers like theirs (cf. I Sam. 
8:20).1 It is incredible to think that 
he is one, You make we, like Israel, have not learned the 
him tice as much | \esson that seeking help outside of 
God’s word amounts to foolish 
@ SON of bell disloyalty (Psm. 146:3; Isa. 31:3). Of 
as yourseloe Ss. course, any criticism of this flurry 
2g PR res ea of excitement and “progress” is 
(Matt. 23:15) branded as narrow-minded 
opposition to “growth.” 

But please consider the following points: (1) Does it 
really seem possible that God would require numerical growth 
but then fail to tell us how to accomplish it? Must we resort 
to paying a fee to “church growth experts” to come and 
enlighten us about the proper “techniques” for growing a 
church—techniques which they have gleaned from 
denominationalism, psychology, and sociology? Techniques 
spawned in the minds of mere men? 

(2) When we decide to appeal to the secular world by 
spending vast sums of money and air time to address modern 


proselyfe, and when 
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man’s “felt needs” (e.g., loneliness, alcoholism, stress, cancer), 
what are we doing? We are permitting mere man, human 
wisdom, and the latest trends in social psychology to 
determine what and how we preach and teach. We are not 
permitting God to set the agenda and determine the subject 
matter and substance of our message. In fact, the climate in 
the church is such that a person could be completely ignorant 
of biblical truth and still be a “qualified expert” on hoiding 
seminars on church growth or appealing to the masses 
through media! 

(3) Too many times our “progress” amounts to nothing 
more than the subtle abandonment of biblical truth in 
exchange for “something new” (Acts 17:21) or the latest 
popular fads derived from the “latest studies.” Under the 
guise of “growth” and “progress,” we stray from biblical 
doctrine and gradually drift away from our spiritual moorings. 
One is given the impression that if you continue to believe 
in the same biblical truth that has always been accepted and 
defended, you have “stagnated” and failed to “grow” and 
“mature”! The term “transgresseth” in the King James 
Version in II John 9 comes from a word from which we get 
the word “progress.” Such is an apt description of much of 
the gimmickry being promulgated today in the name of 
“progress.” 

This mindset is completely contrary to the biblical 
prescription for achieving our God-ordained tasks. If we want 
the church to grow and be insulated against the apostasy 
that is creeping through the brotherhood, we have got to go 
back to the Bible and see that only on the basis of truth 
taught with uncompromising fervor can divinely-approved 
growth be realized. There are no substitutes. Nothing will 
impact itself upon the human mind like straightforward 
presentation of the truth. God’s truth alone has the “power” 
(Rom. 1:16) and the “energy” (Heb. 4:12) to stimulate people. 
Only God’s truth can make people free (John 8:32; 17:17). 
When society was deteriorating and coming apart at the 
seams, that’s when God sent plain-spoken, hard-hitting, to- 
the-point prophets to jolt and jar the people into a realization 
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of just how far they had strayed from divine precepts. Their 
divinely originated message did not fail to facilitate the 
growth that God wanted (Isa. 55:11). 

That is precisely why it is not our burden and 
responsibility to produce the numbers—“But God who gives 
the increase” (I Cor. 3:6-7). As long as we are planting and 
watering (i.e., teaching God’s word), we need not feel 
compelled to force our own increase! Only the implanted 
word will save people (James 1:21). So instead of languishing 
among the mechanisms of social psychology, why don’t we 
just go back and “desire the sincere milk of the word, that 
[we] may grow thereby” (I Peter 2:2)? 


The Role Of The Preacher 

For too long, preachers within churches of Christ have 
been perceived to be largely responsible for the numerical 
growth (or lack of it) in the local congregation. It is thought 
that if he is doing his job, the church will grow in numbers. 
If the church is not growing in numbers, it is concluded, the 
preacher is largely responsible. It is further assumed that 
such factors as the preacher’s appearance, personality, 
preaching style and tone (as opposed to his message), and 
the enthusiasm and energy with which he seeks converts via 
personal Bible studies are responsible for the preacher’s 
success or failure in producing numerical growth. 

Compare this scenario with biblical truth. According to 
the New Testament, the preacher’s function and God-ordained 
task is to preach the truth (II Tim. 4:2; I Tim. 4:11,13; 
Titus 2:15). Consequently, it is not his responsibility to bring 
in the numbers! We further assume that if the preacher is 
coming across properly in his preaching, people are going to 
be converted and if people are not converted, the preacher 
has gone haywire in his message and method. Where does 
such an assumption leave a “preacher of righteousness” like 
Noah (II Peter 2:5)? How does it compare with Jesus’ 
preaching which caused “many” of His disciples to withdraw 
(John 6:66)? I fear that our job description of the preacher’s 
task and God’s definition do not match. Preachers in our 
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day are hired on the basis of their appealing personality and 
their success in attracting numbers. How shameful that we 
could have strayed so far afield from divine guidelines! 

Paul may have been a penetrating writer, but he 
apparently was not very commanding in the pulpit in terms 
of his physical presence (cf., II Cor. 10:10; I Cor. 1:17; 2:3- 
5). He would not have fared very well in today’s competitive 
shuffle for dynamic speakers to fill the pulpits of the “big” 
churches. Nevertheless, he is a proper model for preachers 
to emulate (I Cor. 4:16; 11:1; Phil. 3:17; 4:9; I Thess. 1:6; II 
Thess. 3:9). He said that he planted, i.e., put the truth out 
there for people to be confronted by (I Cor. 3:6). GOD was 
responsible for anyone who responded properly to that 
message by embracing Christianity. HE gives the increase— 
not the preacher! Consequently, if the truth is being preached 
in love (Eph. 4:15), and the numbers are not coming in, it’s 
not the preacher’s fault! 

We simply must abandon the _ unrealistic, 
denominational expectations which have developed in our 
brotherhood concerning the role of the preacher. We must 
return to the practice of putting biblical preachers (not 
- cheerleaders, warmed over Dale Carnegies, or excited P.R. 
men) in our pulpits—preachers who will expose people to all 
of God’s message, and leave the increase (or lack of it) to 


God! 


Pseudo-Evangelism 

Some in the church today seem to major in stressing 
to the brotherhood its imminent failure to evangelize and 
grow in numbers as it should. But consider the following: 

(1) The Lord did not command us to “convert the world” 
or bring in big numbers. He told us to evangelize the world, 
i.e., make the good news known. If the church at this point 
in history is not growing numerically (an assumption, which 
not only cannot be proven, but which has been shown to be 
highly suspect), there may be any number of explanations 
which are different from the one usually set forth (that the 
churches are not adapting to culture). Was the failure to 
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bring in the big numbers in Noah’s day a failure on Noah’s 
part? Should he have been chided to change his method and 
message in order to guarantee that people would be attracted? 
Should he have been told that he needed to “disciple” his 
three sons who could then be equipped to “disciple” others? 
Did he fail to adapt to culture? 

(2) How do we know for certain that some areas are 
never evangelized? Just because we know of no gospel 
preacher actually living and working in a certain area is no 
proof that the population has not had access to the gospel 
through some other medium, at some other time, or in some 
other way. We simply have no way of knowing what has 
been done, what is being done, or what may yet be done! 

(3) What about God’s providence? Hasn’t it always been 
the case that if there are people who will respond to the 
gospel in a certain area, He will see that they are exposed 
to the message (e.g., Acts 10:4ff; 16:9ff; 18:10-11)? If we are 
yielded to the will of God, willing to be used in His service, 
opportunities will arise for us to use as means of influencing 
people with the truth. God’s purposes will not be thwarted. 
We need not resort to unbiblical, unauthorized mechanisms 
of dissemination. We must not discourage legitimate 
evangelistic enterprise. But we must challenge those who 
use the noble necessity of evangelism as a sanction for 
unscriptural innovation. We must not permit our burning 
desire to save souls to act as the impetus for our disobedience 
to the ultimate will of our Father. 

When we speak of “soul winning” and “making 
converts,” what do we mean? Is all “soul winning” sanctioned 
by God? Some assume that if a person is “evangelistic” and 
enthusiastically implementing techniques of “soul winning,” 
he must be on the right track. Yet we may well be failing 
to distinguish between biblical evangelism and human 
evangelism. Simply because a person demonstrates 
“evangelistic zeal” is no proof that the person is involved in - 
biblical evangelism. Simply because brethren purchase air 
time on nationwide TV or purchase a radio station is no 
justification for blindly supporting such efforts. The question 
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is: are such programs engaging in biblical evangelism? It 
is one thing to teach the Bible; it is quite another to teach 
psychology and denominational theology. 

We seem to have become enamored with the idea of 
evangelism. We are so consumed with programs and methods 
that we have substituted human centered, sociologically 
researched, psychologically based appeals for biblical 
methods. In so doing, we have abandoned the only legitimate 
appeal: truth and love of the truth (cf., John 17:17; 
II Thess. 2:10). We forget that the denominations have us 
beat “hands down” when it comes to programs and manmade 
methods that cause people to literally pour in. In our 
eagerness to find out what causes the denominations to 
grow, we have sideskirted the one biblical, and therefore 
legitimate, cause of growth—the very one which the 
denominations do not have: TRUTH (John 8:32). 

There were ardent “soul winners” in Jesus’ day, too. 
The fact that they were so “gung ho” on evangelism did not 
cause Jesus to roll over and capitulate to their “worthy” 
cause. Quite the opposite. He declared to them: “you travel 
land and sea to win one proselyte, and when he is won, you 
_ make him twice as much a son of hell as yourselves” (Matt. 
23:15). The crucial question is—to what are people being 
converted? If we have shifted away from the one and only 
biblical appeal that will attract honest hearts and truly 
solidify their spiritual condition, what do we have? Is it 
possible that people are being converted to a dynamic human 
leader, or an exciting program, or a warm, accepting 
environment? Certainly, God is not willing that any should 
perish (II Peter 3:9), but is He so concerned about numbers 
to the point that such constitutes an index of success? Are 
we, in fact, doing something wrong if we are not baptizing 
people right and left and growing like the “ten largest 
churches?” 

Numerous passages teach that pure, unadulterated 
truth has never been popular nor influential with the majority 
of its hearers. Noah, a “preacher of righteousness” (II Peter 
2:5), sought to make converts for perhaps 120 years (Gen. 
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6:3), but with the exception of his own family, failed to bring 
in the big numbers (I Peter 3:19-20). Jonah was successful 
in causing a sufficient number of Ninevites to repent to the 
extent that God spared the city (Jonah 3:10)—only to later 
destroy it (Nahum). Elijah was informed that 7000 were still 
responsive to truth (I Kings 19:18), but 7000 out of a nation 
of hundreds of thousands is not very many. When you come 
to the New Testament, “multitudes” followed Jesus, but most 
of them were out for the food (cf., John 6:10-15) and the 
miracles (cf., John 6:2). Once they heard what Jesus had to 
say, they developed “cold feet” (John 6:66). They, in fact, had 
him killed (Matt. 27:20-25). 

. But what about the “thousands” who were converted in 
the early chapters of Acts? Look again. Three thousand (Acts 
2:41), compared to the many thousands from all over the 
world gathered in Jerusalem to celebrate Pentecost (Acts 
2:5), is not that dramatic.2 Besides, these converts were 
Jews who had been trained in the Old Testament and so 
were primed by lifelong spiritual instruction. They were ripe. 
Like Simeon, they had been “waiting” (Luke 2:25). But the 
fact of the matter was, the majority of the Jewish nation 
rejected the truth and suffered the consequences (Matt. 23:35- 
36, 38; Rom. 9:22; 10:21; 11:7; I Thess. 2:14-16). These biblical 
observations harmonize with other statements which suggest 
that “converting the world” is an erroneous notion and 
legitimately amassing great numbers is a misnomer (cf., 
Matt. 22:14; Luke 13:23-24; I Cor. 1:26). 

How, then, do we account for situations where churches 
seem to be growing “great guns?” The Bible suggests at least 
two explanations. If legitimate conversion is taking place, 
the population that is being evangelized is likely “ripe,” i.e., 
circumstances are such that they are primed and eager to 
hear God’s word. Biblical examples of this phenomenon 
include the events leading up to the “Macedonian call” in 
which the Spirit actually prevented Paul from teaching some 
groups in order to devote attention to more responsive hearers 
(Acts 16:6-10). Likewise, Paul’s unusually lengthy stay in 
Corinth was due to the fact that there were “many” people 
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who would respond to the gospel if given the opportunity 
(Acts 18:9-11). The Jews on Pentecost are but another 
example. There are places in the world today where 
missionaries have encountered widespread resistance, while 
other areas have exhibited incredible receptivity. 

On the other hand, particularly in the U.S., it may 
well be that multitudes are being converted to a diluted 
form of Christianity. They may be succumbing to high 
pressure gimmickry or a structured, regimented methodology 
that incorporates them into a sort of human pyramid 
organization. All such programs are analogous to what Paul 
referred to as “another gospel” or, more specifically, a 
“perverted” gospel (Gal. 1:6-7). Participants in such systems 
are quick to point to their numbers as sufficient evidence 
that they are on the right track. They fail to recognize that 
pseudo-evangelism may very well “win friends and influence 
enemies” (look at the denominations and the world religions), 
but only biblical evangelism will make people truly “free” 
(John 8:32), “purified” (I Peter 1:22), and “saved” (James 
1:21). When biblical evangelism is occurring, we might as 
well face it, “FEW” will be converted (Matt. 7:13-14). 

We need to look once again at the portrait of evangelism 
painted in the New Testament. Christians did not resort to 
expending massive sums of money to build impressive, 
elaborate cathedral-like facilities in order to attract the 
people. They did not have to incorporate the latest audio- 
visual equipment and expensive production techniques as a 
lure. They did not have to utilize dynamic speakers who 
were able to arouse the emotions of the audience by their 
refined speaking skills. Nor were people drawn to 
Christianity because of the flurry of excitement that is 
associated with some manmade church programs and 
artificially manipulated congregational environments. 

When people were attracted to Christianity and the 
church in the first century, they were drawn to Jesus by 
means of his DOCTRINE! Sergius Paulus was interested 
in hearing the truth. When he responded, he responded to 
the word of God—not to the “warmth” that flowed from Paul 
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or Barnabas or the assurance that his “felt needs” would be 
met. The text says he believed because he was “astonished 
at the doctrine of the Lord” (Acts 13:12). If our evangelism 
does not possess at its very core the “powerful” (Rom. 1:16) 
and “energetic” (Heb. 4:12) truth of God, we may be 
accomplishing a great deal in terms of numbers, but we are 
accomplishing nothing when it comes to pleasing God and 
bringing Him true glory. 

It seems that many churches today freely admit and 
even boast that their dramatic numerical growth is due to 
several carefully researched discoveries. These include such 
things as: (1) sufficient building/facility space with the latest 
equipment to accommodate the numbers; (2) a preacher who 
has a dynamic personality and who is a “motivator,” (3) a 
warm, tolerant, accepting, “no questions asked” environment; 
(4) a dynamic, inspirational song leader; etc. The incredible 
twist to all this is that we are encouraged to pay a fee to 
“church growth” experts who will come and enlighten us as 
to how to bring in the numbers! We are simply mirroring the 
trends in society in gencral and the denominational world 
in particular. 

Can’t we see that when we centered on proclaiming 
and defending the message right up into the 1960s we grew 
the fastest? But now that we have shifted our emphasis, 
though we now have bigger buildings, more “educated” 
preachers, more “counseling” going on, more seminars, more 
affluence, and more “appeal” to outsiders, our growth has 
slowed! When will we return to the only legitimate means 
of growth and abandon our preoccupation with all of these 
“devices” (II Cor. 2:11). When will we awake and recognize 
that the early church “multiplied” when they were “walking 
in the fear of the Lord” (Acts 9:31), i.e., when they focused 
on obedience to the commands of God (Eccl. 12:13)? Therein 
lies the true key to growth (I Peter 2:2-3)! 


Extravagant Facilities 
Certainly, a marked characteristic of the church growth 
movement is the tremendous emphasis being placed upon 
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fashionable church buildings. This same tendency was in 
evidence in the last century when the church faced a similar 
drive toward apostasy.? At that time, there existed a decided 
trend toward “extravagance” and “worldliness” in the 
construction of large, cathedral-like church buildings (p. 290). 
A preacher at the time, Benjamin Franklin, considered these 
“temples” (p. 292) to be “a display of unchristian opulence” 
(p. 291) and an “appeal to the lust of the flesh and the pride 
of life” (p. 292). The “unnecessary expense and show in 
meeting-houses” went hand-in-hand with the desire to 
introduce instrumental music into the worship (p. 292). 

A century has come and gone since these observations. 
Yet, we in churches of Christ are repeating the mistakes of 
the past. We are lusting after the very thing which we long 
ago recognized in Catholicism to be misplaced religious zeal 
and off-base dedication.4 If we will sit down and examine 
our hearts and be honest with ourselves, the infatuation 
with big buildings that cost millions of dollars is nothing 
more than an appeal to the lust of the flesh, the lust of the 
eyes, and the pride of life (I John 2:16). It is an attempt to 
promote numerical growth and relevance with the world 
_ around us. 


Delicate Issues 

Many churches are attempting to create an atmosphere 
of non-qualifying acceptance by avoiding anything negative 
and remaining strictly positive. Being “positive” is without 
question an essential ingredient to living a wholesome 
Christian existence. The person who constantly dwells on 
the negative and possesses a critical spirit is the person who 
likely has deep emotional problems and finds it difficult to 
get along with his fellow man. Such a person has never 
learned the secret of living a joyful life with a bright, 
optimistic outlook. Such a person is all too ready to condemn 
others with little or no sensitivity or compassion. Without a 
doubt, this individual needs to be taught to “accentuate the 
positive” and find good in otherwise unpleasant situations. 

On the other hand, the increasing tendency of churches 
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to base their entire thrust upon “being positive” and to seek 
progress and growth by maintaining a positive atmosphere 
needs rethinking. For if a religious group’s primary appeal 
is its positive, even tolerant allure, it is no different from a 
myriad of movements that have drawn thousands to their 
ranks by whipping up a lot of enthusiasm and presenting an 
aura of exciting activity and positive progress. People are 
then attracted by the positive atmosphere and promise of 
acceptance and not by truth. 

Ultimately, the Bible presents God’s calling card in 
terms of adherence to truth, i.e., faithfulness. In the final 
analysis, the appeal of the local church resides in the 
fundamental guiding principle of correct behavior and right 
relationship with God. If all we do is encourage people to 
“feel good about themselves,” we might as well abandon our 
churches and become psychologists. If our basic thrust is to 
provide people with a refuge from alcoholism, we might as 
well shut down and open a local branch of Alcoholics 
Anonymous. We simply must recognize that our ultimate 
goal is to provide God with obedient followers (Jer. 7:23: 
Eccl. 12:13; Rom. 6:16; Heb. 5:9.) All of our efforts and 
programs must have this as their ultimate function rather 
than being ends within themselves or geared more toward 
building attendance and amassing numbers. Church growth 
must be solidly founded upon the burning desire to please 
God and to evoke the same response in a lost and dying 
world (Prov. 16:7; Heb. 11:6). 

Thus the church that is true to her husband will 
constantly strive to be pure (cf., Eph. 5:27). The church is 
not a haven for adulterers, homosexuals, gossips and 
fornicators. Rather the church is a haven for former 
adulterers, homosexuals, gossips and fornicators (I Cor. 6:11). 
The church is the abode of persons who have repented (i.e., 
ceased their former ways and severed sinful relationships— 
Eph. 5:8; Ezra 10:3,11). God simply does not consider a 
church faithful to him if she permits ongoing immorality to 
remain and deliberate sin to persist (Eph. 5:3,5,12; Rev. 2:2- 
5, 14-16,20-23). 
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So what’s the point? We have a number of subjects in 
our brotherhood that we might refer to as “delicate issues” 
(e.g., divorce/remarriage, church discipline, adultery, 
absenteeism, denominationalism, etc.). These are themes that 
are generally avoided in the local congregation or at least 
handled with “kid gloves.” We dismiss any concern about 
this “avoidance syndrome” by quickly suggesting that we 
should “be positive,” “render assistance” to the guilty, 
“minister to them,” and “just love them.” We feel justified in 
our reasoning since local church growth seems to mushroom 
under such a philosophy. 

However, at a time when the moral fiber of our country 
appears to be breaking down with rapidity, devoting one’s 
religious energies to consistently “accentuating the positive” 
is inappropriate. When Israel was in decline, it was then 
that God sent vibrant, fiery, outspoken prophets among the 
people, denouncing the existing spiritual and moral 
conditions, loudly proclaiming how the people should have 
been behaving. Yet, as our own society deepens its 
entrenchment in alienation from God’s Way, and while the 
church of our Lord becomes infiltrated with methods and 
doctrines that are gradually changing her complexion, we sit 
nonchalantly by, watching a people “go down the tubes,” 
while naively encouraging each other: “be positive” and “don’t 
be judgmental.” 

When Paul saw people’s spiritual throats gripped by 
incorrect behavior, he prescribed the divine antidote: “speak 
the truth in love” (Eph. 4:15). We have subtly altered this 
prescription to “preach love.” God wants the whole truth 
taught (including rather negative, stringent demands) in a 
kind way. When Jesus sought to alter the lives of 
contemporaries, His “positive” approach to conditions did 
not entail an avoidance of touchy subjects. When people 
rejected His message, it was due—not to whether His method 
of presenting the truth was positive or negative—but to the 
peoples’ hard hearts (Matt. 19:8; Mark 3:5; 16:14). When 
people found Jesus’ requirements “too hard” to comply with, 
He did not reassess His message or His methods, but simply 


75 


let the disobedient depart in their undone condition (Mark 
10:22: John 6:60,66,67). 

In our day, when people are accepted as members of 
Christ’s church, though they have shown no “fruit worthy of 
repentance” (Mait. 3:8), we’re not being positive nor loving. 
When we avoid “delicate issues” and refrain from confronting 
the impenitent, we are, in the words of God, “a partaker of 
his evil deeds” (II John 11). We may proudly assert that we 
are being “tolerant” and consider it “the loving thing to do,” 
but God clearly condemns such “tolerance” (Rev. 2:20). 

Let’s reach out to people and grow strong, healthy 
churches for God’s glory. But let’s ever realize that all efforts 
must be designed ultimately to provide Him with faithful, 
devoted souls who have crucified self (Rom. 6:6; Gal. 2:20), 
ceased doing evil (Isa. 1:16), and have put to death their 
fleshly desires (Col. 3:5-8). “Church growth” and the desire 
for “relevance” must not be permitted to serve as the fuel for 
unscriptural change. 


Endnotes 


1 ¢.g., Gene Vinzant; “Lessons from Willow Creek,” Ministry 
13 (March/April & May/June, 1994):1. 


2 Josephus indicates that in A.D. 65, at least three million 
Jews were present for Passover. These pilgrims would have 
remained for Pentecost (The Wars of the Jews, Book II. xiv. 3; 
ci BOOK. Vi. x. 4). 


3 The following page references are taken from Earl West’s 
book: Elder Ben Franklin: The Eye of the Storm (Indianapolis, 
IN: Religious Book Service, 1983). 


4 Notiee the photographic reproduction of “Madonna and 
Child” (cover) and “The Pieta” (p. 5) from “St. Peter’s Basilica” in 
Rome in Wineskins, vol. 2, no. 8. 
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Chapter 8 


CONFUSION OVER 


RESTORATION 


n the waning years of the eighth century B.C. (circa 

715 B.C.),1 a twenty-five year old man ascended the throne 
of the nation of Judah. Unlike most of the kings of Judah 
and Israel, this monarch and his 
reign are given an unqualified, | ““(Ve have restored 
favorable assessment. Indeed, “He Te 
trusted in the Lord God of Israel; so the Tew “Testament 
that after him was none like him church and have 
among all the kings of Judah, nor exactly the same 
any that were before him” (II Kings 
18:5). His name was Hezekiah. 
During his reign, both Isaiah and | church had in the 
Micah uttered their inspired first century 

declarations. The inspired account 1 J 
é ; ; —Rubel Shelly 
of the events of Hezekiah’s life are 
recorded in II Kings 18-20 and II Chronicles 29-32. 

As soon as he came to the throne, Hezekiah set about 
doing what some today are declaring cannot be done. 
Hezekiah, in fact, accomplished what some in our day insist 
cannot be accomplished: the restoration of pure Bible religion. 
How did he do it? He didn’t do it by holding unity summits. 
He didn’t do it by participating in conventions with his 
religious neighbors. He didn’t do it with just a lot of talk 
that is designed to promote goodwill and pleasant feelings 
among people. He didn’t do it by relegating some doctrines 
to the status of “opinion” or “nonfellowship issues.” Nor did 
he achieve his task by whitewashing the situation or 
interpreting conditions in such a way as to leave people in 
a comfortable state of toleration. 


situation which the 
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The Mechanics Of The Restoration 

So how did he do it? In the very first month of the very 
first year of his reign, he took the proverbial bull by the 
horns and instituted sweeping reforms which were calculated 
to bring the nation back into harmony with the written will 
of God. He spawned a “restoration movement” which was 
intended to reestablish Bible teachings, practices, and forms. 

His first objective was to purify the temple. He 
assembled the Levites and essentially said to them: “Listen 
here, you Levites, you get busy and sanctify yourselves and 
then clean the filth out of the temple!” The job basically 
boiled down to going into the temple and removing every 
unclean object and throwing it into the Kidron Valley. In 
two weeks and two days, the job was completed and the 
temple was cleansed. The Bible declares that as a result of 
these noble efforts, “the service of the house of the Lord was 
set in order” (II Chron. 29:35). Brethren, it can be done! 

Objective number two was to reinstate the sacrificial 
system and celebrate the Passover. No doubt there were 
some faithful Jews who had continued to celebrate the 
Passover. However, large numbers of Israelites had stopped 
traveling to Jerusalem and had completely neglected the 
observance. So the king sent out couriers throughout both 
Judah and Israel urging people to come to Jerusalem to 
celebrate the Passover. 

The messengers were met with some verbal abuse in 
the form of ridicule and scorn. Yet, in spite of this opposition, 
a very large crowd of people came to celebrate the Feast of 
Unleavened Bread—and what a celebration! The sacrificing, 
the rejoicing, the singing, the words of encouragement spoken 
by the king to those Levites who demonstrated a good 
understanding of how to perform service to the Lord—all of 
this because people were seeing what it can be like to bring 
one’s self back into harmony with Bible teaching. “So there 
was great joy in Jerusalem: for since the time of Solomon 
the son of David king of Israel there was not the like in 
Jerusalem” (II Chron. 30:26). Indeed, for the first time in a 
long time, their prayers reached heaven and were heard by 


78 


God! Brethren, it can be done! 

The third phase of Hezekiah’s restoration movement 
followed quite naturally from the preceding two phases of 
reform. The penitent people who had come to Jerusalem 
fanned out from Jerusalem on their way home to their 
respective tribal lands. As they went, they smashed, cut 
down, destroyed, tore up, and demolished every sign of 
apostasy they could get their hands on. Included in the 
purging were high places, Asherah poles, images, sacred 
stones, and even the brass snake which Moses had set up 
many years before as an antidote for snake bite (Num. 21:9). 
The people had actually begun to burn incense to the object 
as Nehushtan—sacred snake god of Baal worshippers! Thus 
what was originally intended to provide the people with an 
avenue of obedient faith to God had become an avenue of 
departure and rebellion against Him! 

The final aspect of Hezekiah’s reformation entailed the 
proper dispensing of various contributions to the 
priests and Levites to sustain them while they went about 
the business of temple service. Contributions were also 
needed for special sacrificial offerings associated with the 

temple. 
All of these marvelous measures served to restore God’s 
written instructions. So, we are told, 


thus did Hezekiah throughout all Judah, and 
wrought that which was good and right and faithful 
before the Lord his God. And in every work that he 
began in the service of the house of God, and in the 
law, and in the commandments, to seek his God, 
he did it with all his heart, and prospered (II Chron. 
31:20, 21). 
My friend, it can be done! 

Hezekiah was not the only individual in the Old 
Testament who achieved a restoration of biblical religion. 
Josiah accomplished the same thing in his day (II Kings 
22:1-23:30). Ezra and Nehemiah achieved the same thing 
subsequent to Babylonian captivity when the remnant of 
Israel was given Persian permission to return to Palestine 
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and restore the Mosaic system. The task was undertaken 
with the assumption that such could be accomplished. The 
stipulations and guidelines of the law of Moses could be 
reinstituted and completely restored to their former status 
among the believing community. 

Actually, the task of restoration under the Old 
Testament scheme of things would have been much more 
difficult than a restoration of the New Testament church. 
Old Testament legislation was intimately connected with a 
specific location (i.e., Jerusalem), a specific building (i.e., the 
temple), a specific racial group (i.e., the Levites—descendants 
of Aaron), and specific religious objects (the covenant box, 
the candlestick, Javer, altar of incense, etc.). The New 
Testament church is not restricted to a particular geographic 
locale (cf., John 4:21) and consequently can be reproduced 
even more conveniently than Judaism. Yet, even Judaism 
could be restored by the post-exilic people of Israel in complete 
conformity to God’s desires. 

Like Josiah, Ezra and Nehemiah, Hezekiah found 
himself in the midst of a landslide of apostasy. He valiantly 
reached for the firm, solid, unshifting security of God’s 
guidelines, grasped them, and anchored himself to them. He 
then set about the business of trying to get others to do the 
same. You see, Hezekiah understood that the Mosaic system 
could be restored. The stipulations and guidelines of the law 
of Moses could be reinstituted and completely restored to 
their former status among the believing community. 

However, the attitude being exhibited in many quarters 
of the church today is one that seeks to exempt people from 
even attempting to be brought into harmony with God’s 
direction! Consider, for example, the following 
statement made by one well-known brother at the Freed- 
Hardeman Preacher. and Church Leader’s Forum in October, 
1985: 

I fear, therefore, that some of us have ceased to 
view restoration as a process in which each 
person struggles to discover through the Bible, 
truths he has not known; Instead, we think of 
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restoration as a state that has been fully 
achieved.2 


Contrast this statement with one made by the same brother 
in an article written in 1978: 


We have restored the New Testament church 
and have exactly the same situation which the 
church had in the first century.3 


Yet, this same brother vowed and declared that he had 
not changed his doctrinal views on the question of 
fellowshipping the denominations and other major doctrinal 
matters, but had simply changed his attitude and repented 
of a “sectarian spirit.” As “proof” of his contention that 
restoration has not been achieved, he cited areas which he 
believed yet await restoration: “church discipline,” “personal 
and individual commitment,” and “loving words and actions.” 

This perspective is dangerous, unbiblical, and implies 
several erroneous conclusions: (1) it implies that we can 
never achieve a restored condition; (2) it implies that we can 
never know whether we have achieved a restored condition; 
(3) it implies that either the church of Christ is not the 
church of the New Testament or that the church of Christ 
is simply one among many other religious groups that exist 
(with divine approval) in differing degrees of nearness to the 
New Testament Church; (4) it implies that a local 
congregation cannot be a fully restored New Testament 
church as long as there are individuals in that church who 
have not “struggled” with every truth pertaining to 
restoration; (5) it implies that status as a New Testament 
church is unattainable as long as individual members are 
not all they should be in personal behavior (i.e., faithfulness). 

Those who insist that the.church of Christ has not 
been restored in our day are confusing the concept of 
“restoration” with the concept of “personal Christian growth.” 
The prerequisites to restoration include structural, 
organizational and doctrinal details. These elements are 
intact within churches of Christ as they were in the first 
century. Sin in individual lives and the process of personal 
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century. Sin in individual lives and the process of personal 
maturation (evident in passages like Phil. 3:12-14) have 
nothing to do with the concept of restoration and were not 
even accomplished in the primitive church. The fact that 
culture molds lives does not preclude the potential for 
determining whether the church of Christ has been 
reproduced and is in existence in our day. We can both 
recognize and identify the New Testament church as well as 
distinguish her from manmade counterfeits (i.e., 
denominations). Personal growth is, indeed, an ongoing 
process, but the reality and existence of the church of Christ 
is an established and materialized fact. 

The notion that restoration is an ongoing, continual 
process, with the accompanying implication that the process 
will never coalesce into a completed condition, is compatible 
with prevailing societal sentiments about the nature of truth 
in general. But such sentiments are antithetical to biblical 
teaching. They are in line with the bizarre theological views 
of such philosophers as Alfred North Whitehead, Henry 
Nelson Wieman, and John Dewey. Their teaching, referred 
to as “process philosophy,” included the idea that truth and 
reality are relative and always in flux. This “process” 
mentality has exerted considerable influence on our own 
society and is apparent in the fundamental premises of such 
ungodly doctrines as existentialism (e.g., Kierkegaard), 
evolution (e.g., Darwin), communism (e.g., Marx), modern 
psychology (e.g., Freud), dialectical theology (e.g., Barth), 
and phenomenology (e.g., Husserl). All of these thought 
systems have in common incorrect perceptions of change, 
temporal development, “becoming” and “dialectical process” 
(e.g., Hegel).4 

At the risk of being accused of having a “fortress 
mentality” (like Jude when he maintained that the faith had 
been delivered as a complete and coherent body of doctrine 
which was to be defended and protected in Jude 3); at the - 
risk of being accused of having a “narrow perspective” (like 
Jesus in Matt. 7:13-14 and John 14:6); at the risk of being 
accused of having a “defensive posture” (like Paul in Phil. 
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1:17 and Peter in I Peter 3:15); at the risk of being accused 
of possessing an aversion to “unity” and being “divisive” 
(like Jesus in John 7:12,43; 9:16; 10:19), let us proceed 
confidently to comply with God’s wishes. Satan cannot help 
but be pleased with every effort that manages to blur and 
minimize the distinction between the church of Christ and 
the denominational world. In light of his efforts, may we 
“resist steadfast in the faith” (I Peter 5:9). 

Could Jews in Hezekiah’s day, like some members of 
the church of Christ in our day, have accused the faithful of 
being haughty or arrogant for thinking a restoration could 
be effected as a completed condition? Could they have argued 
that one must always perceive religious behaviors as mere 
attempts to restore—attempts that fall short and can never 
result in a state of completed restoration? Could they have 
accused Hezekiah of being guilty of “circling the wagons” 
and “crystallizing” his religion into a static whole? Could 
Hezekiah have been accused of pursuing “patternist 
orthodoxy” and “blueprint” religion? Should Hezekiah have 
been chided and scolded for being insensitive to unity? Should 
he have been reprimanded for failing to be more tolerant of 
his fellow countrymen and their interpretation of religious 
beliefs and practice? 


Kissing And Culture 

Before concluding this chapter, consider how the concept 
of restoration relates to the confusion concerning which 
portions of Scripture apply today, and which portions apply 
only to an ancient cultural milieu. Controversy has revolved 
around such subjects as footwashing, fasting, long hair and 
veils for women, the role of women in public worship, 
anointing with oil, and the holy kiss. Change agents are 
saying that churches of Christ are no more the New 
‘Testament church than are the denominations since we have 
not restored these practices. Concerning this latter practice, 
were Paul and Peter commanding kissing among Christians 
as a religious ritual (Rom. 16:16; I Cor. 16:20; II Cor. 13:12; 
I Thess. 5:26; I Peter 5:14)? Is “holy kissing” a practice that 
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ought to be “restored”? 

In fact, kissing was a common, long established form 
of salutation in ancient cultures. Kiss greetings existed in 
cultures depicted in the Old Testament long before 
Christianity. Kissing was common between relatives (Gen. 
27:26:°29:13; 34:28,557°45:15; 48:10; Exod?4:27;; Ruth: 1:9): 
Also, kissing between friends of the same sex was the usual 
form of greeting/parting (I Sam. 20:41; II Sam. 20:9; Acts 
20:37). When a guest was invited to another’s house, it was 
customary for the host to kiss the guest (Luke 7:45). 
Bystanders saw nothing unusual about Judas kissing Jesus, 
except he limited his kiss greeting on this occasion to Jesus 
(Matt. 26:49). 

If we are to understand Paul’s New Testament reference 
to kissing when Christians greet each other, we simply cannot 
divorce ourselves from this cultural, historical background. 
We find it difficult to identify with such a greeting form. Our 
primary greeting is the handshake. Societal norms regulate 
handshaking as the acceptable greeting practice. To a lesser 
extent, additional forms of greeting exist in American society 
(hugs, embraces, kisses, slaps on the back). 

Our practice differs radically from other cultures. For 
example, some European cultures kiss twice—once on each 
cheek—as the acceptable standard. Americans often find 
themselves in uncomfortable situations when subjected to 
the cultural forms of greeting in foreign countries. What is 
common and ordinary in some countries can be shocking 
and deeply embarrassing to us and vice versa. These factors 
must be recognized by us if we are to make any sense out 
of Paul’s statements concerning kissing. 

We must not misconstrue Bible teaching or “wrest” the 
Scriptures like those of Jesus’ day (II Peter 3:16). They 
interpreted Deuteronomy 24 as a Mosaic command to divorce 
(Matt. 19:7). Jesus’ treatment of their question shows they 
did not understand the intent of Moses’ statement. Saying, 
“But the Bible says it!” lends no support to their 
misinterpretation. Similarly, Paul’s instruction regarding 
kissing was not an attempt to originate a new practice in the 
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church. The kissing custom was already being practiced as 
was divorce in Moses’ day. Paul’s purpose was to regulate 
the well-established custom of kiss-greeting. He was giving 
a divine guideline that would insure that their temporary 
societal custom would not come into conflict with God’s 
eternal will. 

The Holy Spirit, through Paul, was attempting to create 
within early Christians a consciousness of the inherent 
danger of this form of social greeting: lust. Any cultural 
practice that calls for bodily contact carries this built-in 
hazard. Christians must be privy to that fact. They must be 
informed people, fully aware of the deceitfulness of sin, and 
conscious of the need to guard themselves from the hidden 
dangers that sometimes accompany societal norms. 

Viewed in this light, Paul and Peter are urging first 
century Christians to keep their kiss-greetings HOLY. “Since 
you greet each other with a kiss, make certain that you keep 
this custom a sanctified activity.” Paul and Peter were not 
initiating a new activity—“Start practicing kissing in the 
churches.” Rather, “When you kiss, since you kiss, keep it 
holy; greet one another with a holy kiss.” 

Clarifying the cultural matrix into which Christianity 
was originally infused will help us in avoiding the 
misconceptions and absurdities associated with the religious 
binding of first century cultural amenities like footwashing, 
fasting and kissing. In Chapter 24, the principle will be 
examined in light of the role of women in the church. 


Conclusion 

Dear reader, we have major currents running through 
the church of the 1990s that are creating big problems and 
will result in the loss of many.precious souls! We have 
individuals within the church—grievous wolves within the 
flock (Acts 20:29)—who “by good words and fair speeches 
deceive the hearts of the simple” (Rom. 16:18); “Whose mouths 
must be stopped” (Titus 1:11). If one did not know better, 
one would think that the church of our day is the victim of 
a conspiracy involving orchestrated efforts to expunge the 
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true church from our midst. 

But the fact remains indelibly evident: the church of 
the New Testament not only can be restored in our day— 
she has been restored! The push for change must not be 
permitted to dignify itself by flying under the banner of 
alleged “restoration.” 


Endnotes 
1 For anexcellent discussion of chronological difficulties asso- 
ciated with Hezekiah’s life and other matters related to historical 
backgrounds, see Jack P. Lewis, Historical Backgrounds of 
Bible History (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1971), pp. 
106-110. 


2 Compare a more recent affirmation of the same thing in 
Rubel Shelly’s Wineskins article “A Passion for Nonsectarian 
Faith” (p. 4)—“The restoration of New Testament Christianity will 
always be a goal to be sought and never an accomplishment to be 
applauded and defended.” 


3 Rubel Shelly, “Has the New Testament Been Restored?” 
Gospel Advocate 120 (July 20, 1978): 455. 


4 This ungodly and extremely dangerous notion is formally 
defended in Russ Dudrey, “Restorationist Hermeneutics Among 
Churches of Christ: Why Are We at an Impasse?” Restoration 
Quarterly 30/1 (1988): 17-42; and in C. Leonard Allen, Richard T. 
Hughes, and Michael R. Weed, The Worldly Church (Abilene, TX: 
ACU Press, 1988), pp. 57-60. 
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Chapter 9 


CAPITULATION To CULTURE 


+ \ Gate factor that is fueling the clamor for change 
is the insistence that the church must adjust herself to 
“connect with culture.” Lynn Anderson is an outspoken 
proponent of this viewpoint. In his book, Navigating the 
Winds of Change,! he describes the dramatic cultural 
change that has come over our country. The kinds of cultural 
change of which he speaks actually 
"a culture itself have to do with superficial 
: trappings—the veneer of culture: 
generates its own freeways, computers, fax machines, 
way of life and fiber optics, video cassettes (p. 38), 
drugs, globalization, environmental 
pollution, political polarization, 
authority above it | economic realignments, the shift 
; from an industrial society to an 
‘The fe olk mind fakes information society, longer life spans 
the place of reason | and more frequent career changes, 
—Allan Bloom restructuring of the economy (pp. 6- 
7), modernity, mobility, pluralism, 
and high technology (p. 26). 

This emphasis upon superficial change creates the 
misimpression that the forms of religion must be changed in 
order for the central variables of religion to remain 
meaningful. The central variables of religion are: God, His 
word, and the human persona (composed of heart, mind, 
soul, i.e., emotions, intellect, will). At any given time in any 
given culture, God communicates His word to human beings 
with the understanding that humans, regardless of time 
period and cultural circumstances, can comprehend that word 
and obey that word. 

The stress on change creates the impression that we 
humans must help God in order for the central variables to 


principles...with no 
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connect. We must manipulate the forms (i.e., the specific 
acts of worship), restructuring our churches and our worship 
to make God’s substance palatable to people. But the basic 
nature and essence of humanity does not change, nor does 
God’s truth. Consequently, the application of God’s truth to 
human beings does not change. It is simply a matter of the 
human mind hearing God’s truth and then responding to 
that truth through either acceptance or rejection. Imagine 
the cultural change that has occurred since the garden. Yet, 
God’s word is presented and received in precisely the same 
fashion. The human mind simply contemplates the ideas 
presented and decides whether to accept and obey those 
ideas. 

Change agents presume that numerical decline is due 
to cultural change and a corresponding unwillingness by the 
church to change with the times by resorting to gimmicks, 
techniques and artificial lures to attract people and hold 
their interest. But this whole model of church growth is 
erroneous. As discussed in Chapter 7, numbers are irrelevant 
in God’s sight. The obsession with “numerical decline” and 
“growing at phenomenal rates” (pp. 146, 149) is not only a 
misdirected, unscriptural focus, it is actually detrimental to 
the promotion of spirituality. It allows man to set the agenda 
and fashion religion according to human inclination, appetite, 
and desire. 

It never seems to dawn on change agents (and “church 
growth experts”) that the number one cause of numerical 
decline throughout human history is—not failure to change 
with culture—but spiritual decline, human apostasy and 
the gradual increase in wickedness. Implicit in the liberal 
viewpoint is the assumption that society does not experience 
overall moral and spiritual decline—it just changes and so 
must we (p. 40). So the solution that the liberal promotes is 
to try to spruce up religion to make it more palatable to the 
secular mind. But God’s solution is to preach the truth to 
people, to call them to repentance while warning of future 
judgment, and then to simply wait for God to enact His 
justice in His own way in His own time. 
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One typical illustration of this contrast is seen in 
Anderson’s contention that Moses “moved too fast” for the 
Israelites in their trek from Egypt to Canaan (p. 189). But 
such a perspective is absurd since God was directing their 
movements (Exod. 3:17; 13:21-22; cf., Deut. 1:6). The author 
thinks we should orchestrate change to make religion more 
meaningful to people. If we implement this change, using 
his secular techniques, people won’t be so resistant—like the 
Israelites were. Poppycock! Biblically, God articulated the 
specifics of religion. The Israelites murmured and resisted 
for the simple reason that they were dominated by unbelief 
(Heb. 3:19). Their own stubborn will was the problem—not 
the failure of the conservative, faithful leaders to “change 
with the times” in order to “reconnect with culture”! 

People in our day are no different. People are people. 
Most do not want to hear that they too must suppress their 
passions and their propensity to murmur, complain and resist 
God’s restrictions. When people clamored for change in 
human history, it was because they were dissatisfied with 
the status quo. Their dissatisfaction was sometimes generated 
by someone misusing the system and that abuse goaded the 
people into a misguided desire to change the system rather 
’ than changing the individuals who were abusing the system 
(e.g., I Sam. 8:1-5). But more often than not, their 
dissatisfaction was the result of being bored, restless, and in 
the mood for something new and different—usually 
something they saw in their pagan neighbors (Acts 7:39; 
Psm. 78:56-58; Judg. 2:11-23). It’s the same old tactic that 
Satan used on Eve. He dangled the forbidden fruit in front 
of her with all of its seductive qualities (Gen. 3:4-5). 

Consequently, God’s people generally “throw out the 
baby with the bath water.” Their clamor for change mirrors 
a corresponding restless spirit in society around them. The 
church simply becomes a reflection of the cultural trends 
and currents that swirl around her. What the church ought 
to do is identify these trends for what they are, exposing the 
secular, humanistic underpinnings which support the 
direction in which America is moving (i.e., away from God). 
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Then she could promote effective resistance among 
Christians, equipping them and inoculating them so that 
they may withstand the subversive influence. But instead, 
change agents call for us to accommodate them, join them, 
incorporate them into our religious behavior, syncretizing 
biblical religion! Instead of capitulating and “connecting” 
with secular culture, we of all people on earth ought to be 
militantly endeavoring to transform culture back toward 
our Christian heritage. Change agents call for more flexibility, 
transition and change, while God calls for a return to the 
“old paths.” 

Anderson’s call for “new tools,” “new tactics” and the 
need to “constantly change strategies and formats” (p. 38) 
merely clouds the fact that people are actually the same. 
The human mind is vulnerable to the same message now as 
two thousand years ago. The external trappings of 
technological progress are mere momentary distractions that 
distance people from the simplicity of coming to grips with 
truth. Instead of diving in and playing the cultural evolution 
game, we ought to be cutting through the facade with the 
same piercing, penetrating spiritual realities we’ve always 
promoted. Freeways and fax machines do not constitute 
justification for changing worship! While liberals fixate on 
change to achieve numerical growth (pp. 53-54), the Bible 
centers on changing the individual human heart to achieve 
personal spiritual growth (I Peter 2:2). The. change and 
growth which the Bible calls for pertains to personal behavior 
as it relates to sin and false doctrinal views. 

Whereas Anderson insists that the lifespan of churches 
depends on their ability to “connect with culture” (pp. 74- 
75), passages like Revelation chapters two and three depict 
the lifespan of churches in completely different terms. Moral 
behavior, doctrinal purity, lukewarm inactivity and 
comparable criteria do not match the modern categories of 
change. 

The same confusion and subtle shifting is seen in the 
claim that Jesus was a change agent (p. 174). But the change 
Jesus enacted pertained to (1) placing closure on Judaism to 
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inaugurate Christianity and (2) changing sinners into 
obedient followers of God. The change Jesus promoted simply 
does not match the change envisioned by the current change 
agents. For example, Anderson assumes that “revival 
meetings” are ineffective and no longer attended because 
they are culturally outdated and obsolete (pp. 26, 214). Yet 
a gospel meeting is just people getting together to hear the 
Bible taught. If such gatherings are not drawing large crowds 
it is because people have become more secular and less 
interested in cultivating spiritual appetites. Materialism is 
dulling spiritual appetites and distracting people from 
spiritual reality. 

But Anderson objects that our worship not only does 
not “make sense” to worldly people, our worship is “weird” 
to them (p. 137). We shouldn’t be surprised—“the natural 
man receives not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are 
foolishness unto him . . . because they are spiritually 
discerned” (I Cor. 2:14). If culture regards baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper as “weird,” will we be urged to change these 
as well? 

One may not use I Corinthians 9:19-22 as a blanket 
justification to restructure worship and do whatever is 

- deemed necessary to attract and keep people (pp. 41, 106, 
246). Paul is not endorsing the change that change agents 
advocate. Paul’s “desire to connect” simply meant 
accentuating different elements of the gospel for certain 
audiences, specifically the Jew versus the Gentile. He still 
presented the demands of the gospel in a straightforward 
manner. He certainly did not survey and pass out 
questionnaires and put his ear to the ground and constantly ~ 
upgrade in order to be culturally relevant or politically correct. 
Nor did he restructure worship. 

We have absolutely no need for “restructuring the 
church for effectiveness in her mission,” “improving 
communication and leadership strategies,” or redesigning 
“meaningful worship” (p. 27). God has already structured 
the church for effective missions, designated leadership 
strategies and designed meaningful worship. We just need 
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to conform ourselves to His instructions. Instead of criticizing 
churches of Christ for what he calls our “preoccupation with 
the past” (p. 31), Anderson ought to be commending us for 
our commitment to “the old paths” (Jer. 6:16). 

Further verification of the sellout to culture is the strong 
emphasis and reliance upon secular change management 
theory and humanistic sociological research which in turn 
has been filtered through the sieve of denominationalism. If 
anything stands out clearly about Anderson’s book, it is that 
the Bible is not the catalyst nor guiding force behind its 
ideas. Anderson freely admits his ideas come from other 
change agents, change management specialists in the 
business world, and his own thirty-five years of experience 
(pp. xii, 143). The Bible is referred to—but only in a 
peripheral, cursory way. The core concepts which propel the 
book do not originate in God’s Word. 

So the presupposition is that the uninspired, 
nonchristian, secular world possesses critical insight which 
the church desperately needs in order to survive (pp. 36, 
165). Surely the reader must find it just a bit odd that God 
would expect us to make these adjustments periodically in 
our worship in order to “connect with culture,” but He gave 
us no “tools” to do so (p. 142). We had to wait two thousand 
years for the change agents to pore over the secular and 
denominational “change management experts” and then bring 
these vital truths to the church! Can anyone seriously think 
that God could not have written the Bible in such a way that 
it can be perpetually relevant? If God really expects every 
generation to resort to manmade cultural, sociological, and 
business research in addition to the Bible, wouldn’t He have 
told us so? I thought the Bible claimed for itself the property 
of all-sufficiency (II Tim. 3:16-17; II Peter 1:3)? 

Anderson compares the “fast-moving, successful 
corporate giants” with the church and stresses the need for 
the church to change with the times like the corporate giants 
(p. 161). The erroneous rationale is self-evident. The truth 
is, of all organizations on earth, the church ought to be 
sounding a message of stability and unchanging truth in the 
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midst of our change-crazed culture. Current culture is 
wandering aimlessly through the maze of materialism, a 
craving for entertainment, and self-centered, prideful 
indulgence that fans fleshly passions. The change agents 
define success for the church in the same terms and 
recommend that since “we can’t beat ‘em, join ‘em”! 

The concepts which change agents have bought into 
are actually humanistically based. They are built upon the 
evolutionary assumption that humans are merely advanced 
animals who are conditioned by external stimuli (like Pavlov’s 
dogs). When the right strings are pulled, certain predictable 
responses will be forthcoming. Liberals imply that cultural 
conditioning has shaped and fashioned people to the point 
that if the church wishes to impact them, she must cater to 
these cultural expectations. Such humanistic assumptions 
conflict with the biblical viewpoint that humans were 
created in the image of God with spiritual attributes that 
may best be appealed to by a simple preaching of God’s 
truths. 

We do not have to manipulate people into the church! 
The word of God is where the power lies (Rom. 1:16). It 
claims to be God’s tool for effecting change in people (Heb. 
4:12). Regardless of age, class or culture (p. 91), God has 
always used His word, proclaimed simply, to accomplish His 
objectives. 

Scattered indication of this secular, humanistic 
influence is also seen in the following: (1) the “user friendly” 
motif (pp. 41, 42, 53, 90, 256); (2) reliance upon those 
influenced by the “New Hermeneutic” (p. 143);2 (3) values- 
clarification techniques (pp. 228ff); (4) ridiculing the notion 
that we can arrive at the truth and know we are correct, 
while extolling an “I’m okay, you’re okay” approach to religion 
in which no one dare presume they have the truth and 
others are wrong (pp. 233-234); (5) the “two steps forward 
and one step back” strategy (p. 173);3 (6) the stress on 
“dialogue” (pp. 220, 235); (7) the hidden assumption that 
human beings hold viewpoints and decide to act based upon 
what others think or do (pp. 152-154); and (8) the reliance 
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upon books which use code language to classify those who 
are uncompromisingly loyal to truth/doctrine as “refusers” 
and “dysfunctional.”4 Men like Noah, Amos, Obadiah, and 
Stephen would not fare very well in such schemas. In reality, 
it is the change agent who has been rendered dysfunctional 
by being sucked into the vortex of humanistically-rooted 
change management theory in his frantic rush to capitulate 
to culture. 


Conclusion 

The mad rush to capitulate to a culture fatally infected 
with the disease of humanism is tragic, heart-rending, and 
most unfortunate. This wholesale sellout is functioning as 
fuel by which the church is being changed for the worse. It 
represents a failure to take seriously the words of Paul and 
James who warned against the danger of attempting to 
identify with the world: 


And do not be conformed to this world, but be 
transformed by the renewing of your mind (Romans 
12:2). For am I now seeking the favor of men, or 
of God? Or am I striving to please men? If I were 
still trying to please men, I would not be a bond- 
servant of Christ (Gal. 1:10). You adulteresses, do 
you not know that friendship with the world is 
hostility toward God? Therefore whoever wishes to 
be a friend of the world makes himself an enemy 
of God (James 4:4). 


Endnotes 
1 Lynn Anderson, Navigating the Winds of Change (Abilene, 
TX: ACU Press, 1994). The page numbers given in parentheses in 
this chapter refer to the Anderson book. This chapter is written in 
the form of a critique of Anderson’s book because he articulates so 
typically the liberal concession to culture. 


2 Fred Craddock is popular among our “change agents” al- . 
though he is an influential advocate of the “New Homiletic” which 
arose out of the “New Hermeneutic.” For example, his writing has 
appeared in Wineskins, vol. 2, no. 8, pp. 12-15—“The Hard Side of 
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Epiphany.” See Part III for a review of the new hermeneutic. 


3 Reminiscent of the same formula for subversion given by the 
Russian Communists in the 1960s. 


4 See Anderson’s book for this heavy reliance: pp. 151-154 
(Rogers’ book); pp. 156-158 (Haught’s book). 
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Chapter 10 


ALLEGED LEGALISM 


lso fueling the cry for change are the voices which 
ridicule and condemn brethren who insist upon 
sensitivity to truth. These voices have gradually become 
louder and more numerous. They 
brand as “legalistic” and Legalism always 
“fundamentalist” those who refuse 
to capitulate to their lax and open 
attitude toward the “strait and and conformity, 
narrow.” In many quarters of the 
brotherhood one is eyed with ; 
suspicion if he becomes too vocal in ethics puts its 
stressing to Christians the need to 
conform strictly to the will of God in : 
all matters of faith and practice. He and responsibility 
is set aside as an immature and —Joseph Fletcher 
pharisaical misfit who has simply 
never grown to the point of grasping the true spirit of Jesus. 
He is a “negative” and “brutal demagogue.” He is a “legalist.” 
What precisely is “legalism”? Is “legalism” to be equated 
with too much concern for obedience?’ Is “legalism” equivalent 
to ardent determination to keep God’s commandments? One 
who possesses such a view would naturally tend to gloss 
over “details” of New Testament teaching, relegating to the 
realm of minimal importance various matters which he deems 
are not “weightier matters of the law.” In the words of one 
rather permissive preacher, “We don’t sweat the small stuff.” 
“Legalism,” in its negative classical usage, entails 
trusting one’s own goodness. The focus is upon one’s attitude 
about his own person and practice—not upon the propriety 
of the practices themselves. God has always condemned 
the person who is proud of his obedient actions and who 
expects to receive God’s grace on the basis of those actions 


emphasizes order 


while ‘situation 


premium on freedom 


96 


(e.g., Luke 18:9ff; 17:10; Rom. 9:31ff). But He has always 
commended the person who maintains absolute fidelity to 
the specifics of His commands (e.g., John 14:15; Heb. 5:9). 
The difference between the former and the latter is the 
attitude of the individual—a factor which only God is in 
a position to perceive (Luke 6:8). How presumptuous it is 
for some to denounce one who exhibits loyalty to God’s 
words—as if they are able to know his heart and read his 
mind! 

One generally thinks of the Pharisees as the classic 
example of “legalism.” But how so? (1) They were guilty of 
hypocrisy. They pretended to be devoted and went to great 
lengths to appear righteous, but they did not actually follow 
through with genuine, loving obedience to God (Matt. 23:4- 
7,25-28). (2) They gave attention to some biblical matters 
but neglected others of greater importance (Matt. 23:23-24). 
(3) They misinterpreted Mosaic law (Matt. 5:17-48) and even 
went about binding and enforcing their fallacious 
interpretations, elevating these human traditions, laws, and 
doctrines to the level of Scripture (Matt. 15:1-9; Mark 7:1- 
13). With these errors in mind, notice that “legalism” does 
not have to do with fervent attention to fulfilling the “letter 
of the law.” The Pharisees were not condemned because they 
were too zealous about strict obedience to God’s will. They 
were condemned because “they say, and do not” (Matt. 23:2). 

In contrast, our God has always been vitally concerned 
that those who wish to be pleasing to Him give great care 
to obey the details and particulars of His instructions (e.g., 
Lev. 10:1-3; II Sam. 6:1-7; I Chron. 15:12,13). Jesus even 
equated this crucial sensitivity to obedience with love (John 
14:15; 15:14). Many who possess a flippant, blasé attitude 
toward rigid obedience think that they are avoiding a 
“legalistic” syndrome, when they are actually demonstrating 
lax, weak spirituality and unfaithfulness. 

“Faithfulness” is by definition obedient trust or loyal 
compliance with the stipulations of God’s will (James 2:17- 
26). “Righteousness” is by definition right doing (Acts 
10:34,35; I John 3:7). Abraham understood this (Gen. 26:5; 
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Heb. 11:8); Moses understood this (Deut. 4:2; 6:17; 
11:8,13,22,27-28); Joshua understood this (Josh. 23:6,11; 
24:14-15); John understood this (I John 5:3); Paul understood 
this (Rom. 6:16). 

In reality, outcries of “legalism” can serve as a 
convenient smoke screen to justify departure from the faith 
and to cloak innovation in the church of our Lord. No doubt 
there are hypocrites in our ranks and those with critical 
hearts whose demands for conformity rise out of self-righteous 
arrogance. But the major threat confronting the people of 
God today is the perennial problem of humanity: a stubborn, 
rebellious propensity for apostasy and unwillingness to 
submit humbly to God’s guidelines (Gen. 4:7; I Sam. 15:22- 
23; Eccl. 12:13; Micah 6:8; Matt. 7:13-14; Rom. 3:10-12; 6:16; 
10:21; II Thess. 1:8). 

Sure, we must avoid “legalism.” But who would have 
imagined the day could come when God’s demand for 
obedience would be circumvented and set aside as legalism? 
These brethren are opting for “illegalism”! Let us not 
mistake “legalism” for loving obedience to the will of God in 
every facet of our lives. Let us carefully “do all those things 
which are commanded” (Luke 17:10), recalling Jesus’ words: 
“Why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things which 
I say?” (Luke 6:46). Let’s stake our lives upon the grace of 
God, but then let’s love him, remembering that “This is love 
for God: that we keep his commandments” (I John 5:3). 


Endnotes 

1 Typical of the widespread misconception that “legalism” 
has to do with giving too much attention to complete obedience is 
the illustration given by Paul Faulkner in a lecture entitled “Getting 
Ahead: Taking Your Family With You” at the 1992 Freed-Hardeman 
University Lectureship: “I found out when you're dialing 
numbers...you have to dial about eighteen numbers to get started, 
and then you have to dial eighteen more—you know what I’m 
talking about? And if you miss, what? If you miss ONE—just 
ONE—you say ugly things to yourself, don’t you? Because you 
know you blew it again. It is amazing how legalistic the telephone 
company is.” 
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Chapter 11 


ACADEMICS AND 
HIGHER EDUCATION 


(is cnaidorable emphasis exists in American culture on 
going to school and getting a college education. This 
same emphasis exists within the church. In fact, over the 
last thirty years, pressure has been brought to bear upon 
young people to further their education. “A liberal arts 
education,” we were told, “will serve to broaden you and 
round you out.” This admonition was especially directed 
toward young men who aspired to be preachers. They were 


encouraged to go to one of our 
©lWe did not and | Christian colleges, major in Bible, 


and then continue their education 
on the Masters level and beyond. 
After all, education is good, isn’t it? 
Get all you can, right? You can 
handle it. 

Time has certainly exposed the 
fallacy of this line of thought. You 
see, most of our Christian colleges 
at the time were junior colleges— 
offering only two years of higher 
education. Consequently, our young 
people had to complete their 
bachelor’s degree at another 
institution—either a secular state 


could not foresee 
... hat men who are 

| not sound in the 
faith, have not the 


love of the truth, 
could get control 
of colleges” 


—Benjamin Franklin 
Gospel Preacher 
1874 


university or, in the case of those pursuing religious studies, 
a denominational seminary. Those who went to the state 
university were exposed to an unbelievable state of affairs. 
They found themselves in the midst of a complete breakdown 
of the American moral value system, chaos generated by the 
1960s rebellion against the status quo, and a thorough 
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saturation of academia by humanism and evolutionary ideals. 
Those young people who did not give up their faith and 
abandon the church altogether were at the very least 
damaged by the liberal atmosphere. Their attitudes and 
spiritual convictions softened. 

Many of the young men who followed the path of 
religious education suffered essentially the same fate. Some 
were so entranced by liberal theology’s aggressive assault 
upon the Bible that they severed their association with 
churches of Christ. Others completed their educational 
pursuits (often at a prestigious institution), even receiving 
a terminal degree in some aspect of religious study, and 
then were quickly snatched up by one of our Christian colleges 
to teach in the Bible department. In the rush to achieve 
academic credibility, faculties were infiltrated with men who 
had attained impressive academic credentials. No one seemed 
conscious of the fact that these men had been infected.1 

Now the circle is complete. The liberal trends and 
subverted brand of Christianity that exists out in the world 
has been injected into the minds of countless Christian college 
young people for at least two decades. So many unsuspecting 
parents, who graduated from a Christian college in the 1940s, 
1950s and even into the 1960s, eagerly sent their own children 
to their alma mater in the 1970s and 1980s. After all, the 
institution had done so much for them by pointing them 
down the pathway of strong Bible teaching and providing 
them with a Christian mate. They naively assumed that 
their beloved school had somehow been frozen in time, 
retaining its original commitment to the conservative Bible 
principles characteristic of churches of Christ. 

Eternity will surely bear out the observation that one 
of the ironic tragedies of this period of the church’s history 
is the fact that the very institutions that were founded and 
funded to shield young people from the subversive influence 
of false religion and secular society have become key - 
instruments in the hands of those orchestrating change in 
the church. The founders would be heartsick and outraged 
if they could see what has happened. 
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Deja Vu 

Interestingly enough, this very scenario has happened 
before. History repeats itself. Churches of Christ in America 
have already gone through this tragedy a century ago. During 
the 1800s, the tendency existed for Christian colleges to 
stray away from solid biblical principles in exchange for 
German Rationalism and “biblical skepticism.” Church 
historian Earl West documents the fact that faithful 
preachers “came to wonder if it were not doing young 
preachers more harm than good to sit under the teachers 
with these modern theological viewpoints.”2 He notes that 
“the student ministers became impregnated with biblical 
doubts which mingled with the new Disciple ideas of 
ecumenicity and denominationalism.” Consequently, “these 
young men could not be dependable teachers to lead men 
back to the golden age of early Christianity.” 

Young men were no longer receiving information that 
would reinforce a consistent conviction that the written word 
of God is authentic and reliable. Such a situation leads to 
catastrophe. As Alexander Campbell said, “the mere training 
of the intellect is to put power into the hands of men without 
directing it.” In 1875, Benjamin Franklin well summarized 
‘the sad state of affairs: 


We did not and could not foresee that colleges could 
be made a power for evil as well as for good; that 
all depends upon whose hands they are in; that 
infidels could be made professors; that worldly- 
minded men could become professors; that men 
who are not sound in the faith, have not the love 
of the truth, could get control of colleges, and that 
they could be turned upon the Bible, and made 
engines to batter down the very thing they were 
intended to build up; that they could be turned 
against the very truth they were built up to 
maintain; ... We did not foresee, and could not, 
that men could get control of the colleges and vast 
sums of money, and conceive the idea that it is 
sectarian to be under the control of Christians and 
teach the Bible in those colleges; that a College of 
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the Bible could be perverted from its purpose and 
turned away from its genuine friends . . . we must 
open our eyes and see what has been done and 
what is being done.? 


These words, written more than one hundred twenty 
years ago, are a haunting reminder of what is happening in 
churches of Christ today. Evolutionary science and liberal 
theology’s view of the Bible are being taught by professors 
at Christian colleges.4 It was hardly coincidental that those 
pushing for evolution and higher criticism of the Bible in the 
last century were part and parcel of the digression that 
coalesced into the Disciples of Christ and the Independent 
Christian Church. 


The “Scholarly Attitude” 

Accompanying the drive for higher education is a 
corresponding attitude of elitism. The “scholars” among us 
manifest a smug sense of superiority against those who insist 
on staying closely with the Scriptures. For example, one 
professor states: “In our restoration heritage, there is a long 
legacy of ‘oral exegesis’ based upon debate and controversy 
rather than upon rigorous analysis of the text using firm 
literary and historical controls.” In other words, until the 
“scholars” came along, no one could properly understand the 
Bible. The strong emphasis in the church today upon 
“scholarship” and higher education is a classic case of people 
being “educated beyond their intelligence.” 

The same attitude existed during the 1800s.Those who 
opposed the liberal innovations of the period were seen as 
“anti-progressive” and guilty of emphasizing “infinitesimal 
matters.”6 They were labeled as “watchdogs,” “uneducated” 
and “unaccomplished heresy hunters.”’ They were ridiculed 
for thinking that “a complete reproduction of the apostolic 
church” was necessary, or even possible. The liberal element 
argued that we needed to go beyond our “childhood period” 
by giving up “the thought, language and understanding of 
childhood” and “present ourselves before the world in a 
vigorous, mature manhood”; “We must hush our childhood 
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prattle about ‘baptism for the remission of sins-—these and 
all such expressions must be thrown away for they belong 
to the language of our childhood period.”8 

Such ungracious remarks are typical among the 
academic elitists of our day. When people are determined to 
depart from the faith, they naturally lash out at those who 
oppose them, expose them, and seek to turn them from the 
error of their way (I Kings 19:2; 21:20; Esther 3:6; Acts 
23:14). J: W. McGarvey faced his share of academic snobbery 
at the turn of the last century. The reader is urged to peruse 
the following brief articles from McGarvey’s pen. They show 
that the circumstances we are facing today in the church are 
no different than those faced previously. 


“Freedom in Teaching”? 
June 1, 1901 


The question of the right of a professor to teach 
what he chooses, without regard to the rights of 
others, has again come to the front by the removal 
from the Leland Stanford University of California 
of a professor for teaching doctrines in opposition 
to cherished views of Mrs. Stanford, by whom and 
her husband the institution was founded and 
endowed. The Christian Century says: “This 
illustrates the dangers of schools founded by gifts 
of rich people. It has a tendency to make them 
craven. It may suppress free inquiry and expression. 
We honor the man who can not be awed into 
ambiguous or false teaching by the glitter and 
tyranny of wealth. A college, university, newspaper, 
preacher, or public servant of any kind, that will 
suppress the truth for fear of offending people who 
have money, plays the role of Judas Iscariot, except 
that they are more cowardly than Judas.” 

What has all this to do with the casein hand? 
Was the professor required to suppress the truth? 
Was there an attempt to awe him into ambiguous or 
false teaching? The published accounts of the case 
give no hint of anything of the kind. It was simply a 
question whether a man who taught things which 
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the proprietor of the institution regarded as false 
and injurious should occupy acertain chair, or should 
give place to another. Who has the right to decide 
this question, if not the governing board of the 
institution? The discharged professor is just as free 
as any other American citizen to teach what he 
thinks is true; and the authorities of the university 
have precisely the same right to have taught in the 
institution that which they believe to be true. 
When was the discovery made that men 
and women of means have no right to found col- 
leges and universities for the impartation to the 
young of great truth to which they are devoted, 
and to guard them against the intrusion of profes- 
sors who teach the opposite? Let this right be 
generally denied, and it will be found that neither 
rich men nor poor men will any longer invest their 
money in such institutions. Men may, if they choose, 
endow universities free for the teaching of any- 
thing and everything that may enter into the cranky 
brain of any professor who may obtain a position 
in it, and they may make it unlawful to remove a 
professor on account of anything under the sun 
which he may choose to teach; but I believe that 
no man who has enough sense to make money will 
ever commit such a folly as to do this. I suppose 
that even in the University of Chicago, in which it 
is commonly reported that in the selection of pro- 
fessors no question is asked about their religion, if 
one of them should begin to teach the divine origin 
of the Book of Mormon and propagate the inno- 
cence of polygamy and free love, his seat would 
soon be made too warm for him. Or if he should 
openly teach heathenism, should set up a Chinese 
joss in his classroom, and induce his classes to 
offer morning prayers to it, some way would be 
found to get rid of him; and the only reason why 
a great clamor would not arise against the tyranny 
of money in suppressing free inquiry, would be 
that the fool would have no outside sympathizers 
this side of China. And right here is the secret of 
all this clamor. Men who have fallen into errors 


104 


condemned by the sensible rulers of colleges, news- 
papers, pulpits, etc., see some of their kind ousted 
from good places, and by imagination they feel 
their own corns trodden upon, and they cry out 
against tyranny and bigotry. This has been the cry 
of ambitious infidels for ages past; but it has not 
and it will not deter college authorities who know 
their own rights from exercising them freely. A 
nice set of colleges, newspapers and pulpits we 
should have, if every fellow who could once get into 
a snug place in one of them should be granted the 
inalienable right to stay there and do according to 
his own pernicious pleasure. 


“The Ghost of Galileo”! 
October 14, 1902 


For many years after the close of our Civil 
War, certain politicians, when they wished to arouse 
passion in favor of their party, instead of defending 
it by argument, were accused of waving the bloody 
shirt. In.a similar way, certain skeptics and half 
skeptics are constantly parading the ghost of Galileo 
to scare men who call in question their “advanced 
ideas.” Every half-fledged “higher critic” who writes 
a piece for the papers these days, is sure to warn 
you against opposing the march of modern scientific 
Bible study, lest you re-enact the part of those who 
persecuted Galileo for saying that the sun stands 
still, and the earth revolves around it. In this way 
Galileo’s ghost keeps constantly stalking around 
through the magazines and newspapers, seeking 
green-horns whom he may frighten. In “Macbeth,” 
Banquo’s ghost would not “down;” in the comedy of 
criticism, Galileo’s ghost is not permitted to “down.” 
The small critics can not do without him. 
Sometimes, when you don’t scare at Galileo’s, they 
bring up Savonarola’s and Bruno’s. The witch of 
Endor was not “in it,” compared with these dealers 
in familiar spirits. And what is the point in it all? 
Why, said Bob Ingersoll, you men who still believe 
in the Christian religion, and cry out against me, 
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are like the priests who persecuted Galileo—you 
are clogging the wheels of progress, and if you don’t 
get out of the road they will run over you. Yes, says 
the critic who has gone about half way over to Bob, 
I am Galileo; I have discovered new truth, and you 
take me to be a heretic; you are only persecuting 
Galileo. For ever and ever the cranks who have 
discovered a mare’s nest are the Galileos of the age, 
and the “mossbacks” who contend that it is nothing 
but a mare’s nest, are the obstructionists who lag 
behind and persecute the prophets. I believe that 
this game of ghost has been played for all that it is 
worth; but watch the papers and you will see it 
again before long. Men without arguments are 
compelled to use it, or keep silent. 


“Courtesy In Controversy”!1 
January 28, 1899 


The Christian Oracle of recent date has an 
editorial article headed “Courtesy in Controversy,” 
which starts out by affirming that “the spirit of the 
controversialist is almost uniformly harsh, 
hypercritical and unkind.” The editor evidently has 
in his mind some controversialists with whom he 
had a controversy, and he strikingly illustrates his 
charge against almost all controversialists by the 
manner in which he lays on the lash. He admits 
that these antagonists are not as cruel as men of 
their class once were, but he says of them: “One 
antagonist would not burn the other if he could, but 
he will pursue him with the firebrands of innuendo 
and misrepresentation, until he drives him out of 
the ranks of the brethren. There is the same 
harshness, the same misconception and the same 
angry characterization of the other’s work as 
destructive, infidel, devilish;” and he adds that if 
the antagonist who is thus assailed is as bad as he 
is represented, it would be better generalship to 
“sturdily combat him instead of telling lies about 
him.” 

Well, if this is the kind of courtesy toward 
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those it strikes at, which the Oracle would commend 
to us, I believe I must decline it. I don’t like to 
charge people with telling lies, or with pursuing 
brethren “with the firebrands of innuendo and 
misrepresentation.” This is not the kind of courtesy 
which meets my approval. I prefer the old maxim, 
Suaviter in modo, fortiter in re. 

In the same editorial the editor propounds 
the following labored question: “If we have among 
us students of unblemished character and 
unquestioned devotion, men who, while they accept 
gratefully the heritage of the fathers, are 
determined to pioneer the way into wider fields, 
even as the fathers in their own day did, shall we 
not be grateful for them? Shall we not take a just 
pride in the aggressive discipleship?” Be grateful 
for them? Yes; and be grateful to them. Take pride 
in them? Yes; hold them up to the admiration of 
the rising generation. Such men are the light of 
the world. Does anybody answer differently? Has 
anybody acted differently? The editor seems to think 
so; but perhaps he was just awakening out of a bad 
dream when he wrote the article. No Christian can 
refuse to honor such students. But if we have among 
us a student, however unblemished his character, 
who, while professing to pioneer the way into wider 
fields, jumps the outside fence and runs into the 
wildwood of skeptical thought, I think we ought to 
warn other students against his example, build 
that fence a little higher, and try to keep ambitious 
colts inside. Prove all things, and hold fast only 
that which is good. 


“Free Thought and Liberty of Speech”!2 
May 14, 1898 


When a preacher or an editor becomes 
crooked in his teaching, and others criticize him 
until public opinion frowns upon him, he nearly 
always cries out that he is persecuted; that the 
ecclesiastic thumb-screws are being applied to him; 
and all the instruments of torture once used in the 
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Spanish Inquisition became familiar to him. He 
cries out for freedom of thought and liberty of 
speech; and if the church he has scandalized 
undertakes to put him away for denying the truth, 
he is at once proclaimed a martyr by a whole host 
of fellows as crooked as he. 

Unfortunately for these victims of 
persecution, their views on the subject of free speech 
are very one-sided. They want all possible freedom 
themselves, but they are not willing to grant it to 
those on the other side. They desire to teach their 
heretical or infidel theories with perfect freedom, 
but they are not willing to be held up as heretics 
or infidels by those who believe them to be such. 
Why not have freedom of thought and liberty of 
speech on both sides? Why should it be regarded 
as a rightful exercise of freedom for a man to hold 
me up to ridicule, for believing the Bible, but an 
abuse of it for me to condemn and ridicule his 
unbelief? By all means let us have free speech; but 
when, by the full exercise of it, some fellow is 
floored, let him take it as his part, and not begin 
the cowardly cry of persecution. Jesus taught his 
disciples to be content when they were called 
Beelzebub; why should his enemies think 
themselves too good or too tender for the same 
treatment? 


These articles illustrate how academicians in the church 
can implement their subversive views behind a smoke screen 
of “scholarship” and “exegetical competence.” Please do not 
misunderstand. I’m not against higher education. Nor do I 
believe all who attain it are inevitably adversely influenced. 
But facts are facts. Jesus said, “By their fruits you will know 
them” (Matt. 7:20). So, look at the fruit! The American public 
school system is now thoroughly humanistic and anti-God. 
Many—perhaps most—of the individuals who go through 
the system, especially theologically liberal denominational _ 
schools, are damaged. No wonder so many, many parents 
in America are bailing out of the system and opting for 
home-schooling. No wonder so many Christian parents are 
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refusing to send their children to Christian colleges that 
have allowed infected professors to spew forth their error. 


Part IV Summary 

We have now identified the factors that are fueling the 
drive for change in churches of Christ. We live in an age of 
rebellion. An entire generation of nonconformists who resist 
authority has come of age. They are characterized by a 
renegade spirit and a desire to be different. This element in 
society and in the church has shifted from concentration 
upon the substance and content of authority, i.e., law and 
regulations, to emotion—the inclination to feel good and do 
those things that cultivate the emotional dimension of the 
human spirit. 

In addition, some have mistakenly thought that the 
church cannot be restored and thus the church of Christ is 
not the New Testament church. Churches have fallen prey 
to a frantic pursuit of numerical increase under the guise 
of church growth. Having bought into the numbers racket, 
that segment of the church has also fallen for the call for 
adaptation to culture. Those who remain centered upon the 
central feature of Christianity, i.e., obedience to Christ, are 
‘ being branded as legalistic and unwilling to change and 
progress. The charge is being led by the younger generation 
who has been tainted by error from higher education. 

These seven items—rebellion, emotion, restoration, 
numbers, culture, alleged legalism, and higher education— 
have been brought together into a spiritually toxic mixture. 
Together they constitute the fuel for change, the energy that 
gives impetus to the machinery that is churning to transform 
the church into simply one more manmade organization 


among many. 
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Chapter 12 


AVERSION To Loaic 


What Is The “New Hermeneutic”? 

s discussed in Chapter 2, the Christian religion has 

been dramatically impacted over the last one ee 
years by the challenge to the 
authority and inspiration of the "removing the 
Bible. Those promoting change in : , 
churches of Christ are cloaking their auth ortly of en s 
efforts under the guise of “fresh, | ~eason is fo render 
responsible exegesis” and the need ; : 
to interpret the Bible correctly. They inoffect ioe tbe 
are saying that we _ have instrument that 
misinterpreted the Bible by using 
faulty hermeneutical methods and es 
thus have arrived at doctrinal their prejudices 
conclusions that are incorrect. They —Allan Bloom 
say we need to discard our old, 
traditional hermeneutic and employ a “new hermeneutic.” 

What is the “New Hermeneutic”? Its philosophical and 
theological roots lie deep within the soil of denominational 
theology, specifically “neo-orthodox” theology. Outside the 
context of churches of Christ, the term “New Hermeneutic” 
refers to an approach to biblical interpretation formulated 
largely by Ernst Fuchs and Gerhard Ebeling. Fuchs and 
Ebeling were extending the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer 
while building upon the ideas of Rudolf Bultmann. 
Bultmann’s hermeneutical theories emerged out of the 
existentialism of Martin Heidegger and Soren Kierkegaard, 
the phenomenology of Wilhelm Dilthey, and the epistemology 
of Friedrich Schleiermacher.1 

The “new hermeneutic” as it exists within churches of 
Christ bears some affinity with the “New Hermeneutic” of 
Neo-orthodoxy, but more in terms of philosophical foundation 


can correct 
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than in actual particulars.2 Those at the forefront of the 
discussion within churches of Christ are extremely vague 
when it comes to identifying precisely the “new hermeneutic.” 
One proponent admitted that the “ramifications of this new 
model...have not been worked out systematically.”8 

The primary concern of those clamoring for a “new 
hermeneutic” appears to be the dismantling of the “old 
hermeneutic.” Much of their effort has been spent criticizing 
what is deemed to be the shortcomings of the hermeneutical 
practices of the past, specifically the “command, example, 
necessary inference” triad. Little energy has been expended 
on their part in proposing a legitimate alternative (because 
there isn’t one). 

The “new hermeneutic” is not the result of simple Bible 
study and a sincere search for truth. Rather, it is born out 
of a reactionary attempt to express dissatisfaction with the 
status quo and thus to undermine the past. If a new 
hermeneutic is needed today in order to understand the 
Bible and live the Christian life, then the members of the 
church who have preceded us have died without 
understanding the Bible. If, on the other hand, those using 
the “old hermeneutic” were able to understand the Bible 
enough to be saved, then what need do we have for a “new 
hermeneutic”? Are we being told that though the Bible has 
been around for 2000 years, we’re just now getting around 
to learning how to interpret it? 

Several specific concepts are seen to be common among 
those who are advocating a new hermeneutic. For the most 
part, these concepts address abuses of some practitioners of 
hermeneutics among churches of Christ and therefore do not 
actually discredit previous hermeneutical principles. What 
are they saying? 


Logic, Rationalism And Human Reasoning 
The first thing they are saying is that the “old 
hermeneutic” is “rationalistic,” “forensic,” and too dependent 
upon logic, human reason, and inference.4 To quote one 
writer: “I believe it is extremely dangerous to elevate human 
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reasoning to the level of God’s command” and “There is no 
doctrine more potentially dangerous...than elevating 
necessary inference and approved examples to the status of 
God’s commands.” 

Is this conclusion one that its author arrived at by 
means of human reasoning? Is this a necessary inference 
which he has drawn from the Bible? Where is the biblical 
command which sanctions his viewpoint? In fact, all of the 
writing and speaking which is done in behalf of the “new 
hermeneutic” is the product of human reasoning. These 
fellows do what they condemn! Their entire case rests 
upon what they conceive to be logical argumentation, 
deduction, and implication. Yet these are the very qualities 
which they say cause the “old hermeneutic” to be irreparably 
flawed. 

In actuality, everyone reasons from the Bible. The 
solution is not to condemn human reasoning. The solution 
is to promote correct human reasoning. The Bible itself 
repeatedly exhorts readers to use sound reasoning and 
rational thought in handling its contents (Isa. 1:18; I Thess. 
5:21; I John 4:1; Acts 17:3; 18:26; 26:25).6 Jesus, Himself, 
expected readers to heed the implications of God’s explicit 
statements.’ 

There is no less confusion in the religious world over 
what the Bible says implicitly than over what it says 
explicitly. Even if one could consistently ignore what the 
Bible teaches by implication, Christendom would still be 
hopelessly divided on what the Bible teaches explicitly. After 
all, there are many other reasons for belief and practice 
than hermeneutical principles. The Campbells recognized 
this point. Their warnings against “necessary inference” were 
not directed against the proper discernment of what the 
explicit statements of the Bible imply. Rather, they were 
decrying the unwarranted and prejudicial inferences 
characteristic of the denominational religions of the day. 
Parallel to this situation would be Jesus’ denunciation of the 
Pharisees’ practice of “extending” Scripture to fit their own 
inclinations and propensity for binding =trictures upon others 
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(e.g., Matt. 15:1-9). 

Some are saying that we are victims of “rationalism” 
and that our heavy reliance upon logic is due to our 
Restoration roots. They say the Campbells were heavily 
influenced by the British Empiricists and the “common sense” 
realists. They say our stress on logic hails back to Locke and 
Bacon.8 

The issue is not whether any link exists between Locke, 
Campbell, and ourselves. The issue is to what extent any of 
us accurately reflect the Bible’s own requirements pertaining 
to the use of reason. We are to reason correctly about the 
explicit statements of the Bible—not because of what 
Aristotle, Locke, or Campbell said—but because of what God 
Himself said in Scripture. If Campbell and Locke stressed 
the need for proper reasoning in studying the Bible, then 
they were in tune with God on that point. The “new 
hermeneutic” advocates assume that if a link exists between 
Locke and Campbell, it automatically follows that a 
hermeneutic which stresses reason and induction is wrong. 
Such is a false assumption. Jesus’ own hermeneutic relied 
heavily on induction. Is it possible that the parallels between 
Locke and Campbell or between the Westminster Confession 
and the Campbells’ beliefs were due to their mutual 
assessment of Scripture rather than due to the dependence 
of one upon the other?9 

The advocates of the “new hermeneutic” possess the 
same presupposition as the Darwinian. evolutionist.19 The 
evolutionist draws clever tangents and links between the 
species and fossils in order to argue for the influence of the 
past upon the present and to say that current biological 
forms owe their origins to previous forms (e.g., mammals 
came from reptiles who came from fish who came from slime). 
So these “new hermeneutic” historicists!! presume to identify 
the sources of present religious beliefs in the 18th and 19th 
centuries in order to say we ought to abandon those beliefs. 
But like the evolutionist, their assumption is wrong. The 
links are irrelevant. 

What does matter is can human beings in any historical 
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period go to Scripture and, without a lot of “scholarly 
expertise,” ascertain how God would have them to conduct 
themselves? Are our historical circumstances and 
conditioning really so strong that a simple man’s honest 
appraisal of Scripture will inevitably be skewed? The Bible 
was given by God to mankind for the very purpose of revealing 
to sincere, honest hearts how to be saved and stay saved. 
God expects each individual to use the reasoning powers of 
his divinely-created mind to comprehend the Bible. The fact 
that Locke or Campbell stressed rationality hardly nullifies 
that truth. 

From whence does this logophobia (fear of logic) arise? 
Aversion to logic throughout history has been closely 
associated with a desire to be relieved of the confining nature 
of God’s word. The “new hermeneutic” is rooted in subjectivity 
and relativism in its approach to Scripture. It seeks to give 
man more say in his religious pursuits, while attributing 
such subjective inclination to the Holy Spirit.12 

It is not coincidental that the “new hermeneutic” 
advocates frequently speak of “freedom” and “unity.” They 
speak of the need for dispensing with the old wineskins to 
make room for the new wine.!3 They speak of the need for 
’ a hermeneutic that will cause Scripture to be “more relevant,” 
help “in getting closer to God and each other,” be “more 
palatable to an age that denigrates authoritarianism,” and 
be able to “relate to people where they live” without being 
“insensitive and impersonal.”14 

They say we need a hermeneutic that starts with God 
not Scripture, that focuses on the actions of God rather than 
the rules of logic and results, and that seeks the “heart of 
God” and “God’s desires”—not just the “instructions of God.”15 
They say we should focus on content, not outer forms, and 
emphasize meaning and motive rather than “doing acts 
correctly.”16 They say we should approach interpre- 
tation, not as “rational animals,” but as “story-telling 
animals.”17 

These contrasts are unbiblical. They are similar to the 
false bifurcations of grace vs. works, Christ vs. the church, 
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and “the man vs. the plan.” The Bible teaches that we get 
close to God with rules and through rules. We can’t love 
Jesus without His law (John 14:15). We must give attention 
to content and forms, meaning/motive and actions. We come 
to know God through proper logic, reasoning, and 
interpretation. If the “story-telling” is not rational, who 
will comprehend what is being taught? 

The spirit of the “new hermeneutic” is right in step 
with the mood that has prevailed in our society at least 
since the 60s—a “do your own thing,” “believe what you 
want,” “don’t condemn anyone else,” “what’s right for you 
may not be right for me” mentality. Such an attitude finds 
it easy to brand previous hermeneutical practices as a 
“legalistic” and “cognitive approach to scripture” in which 
“obedience to the commands of scripture became the dominant 
metaphor or way of seeing Christianity.”18 

But the same attitude was exhibited by Saul when he 
scrimped on complete compliance with God’s instructions. 
His motives were noble: to sacrifice to God while getting 
along with the people. Yet Samuel declared God’s view for 
all generations: “Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice” (I 
Sam. 15:22). The wise, insightful Solomon pronounced 
obedience to be “the whole of man” (Eccl. 12:13). Paul said 
there are only two directions in life: “sin unto death, or 
obedience unto righteousness” (Rom. 6:16). Jesus is, in fact, 
the “author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him” 
(Heb. 5:9). The “new hermeneutic” seeks to minimize external 
forms in deference to internal mindset. Significantly, the 
disdain for logic is accompanied by a call for more emotion 
in religious practice.19 


The Hermeneutical Triad: 
“Command, Example, Necessary Inference” 
But what about the reliance of churches of Christ in 
the past on “command, example, necessary inference”? The 
use of the expression “command, example, necessary 
inference” is a most unfortunate delineation. Its imprecision 
has generated an unnecessary amount of ambiguity and 
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misunderstanding. A clearer portrayal of this hermeneutical 
affirmation would be to say that the Bible conveys meaning 
by means of (1) direct statement, (2) accounts of action, and 
(3) implication.20 


Direct Statement 

No less than eleven different types of direct statements 
occur in the Bible, including declarative, imperative, 
interrogative, hortatory, and conditional statements. The 
issue for biblical interpreters is in what fashion do direct 
statements have relevance for people living today? 

If one espouses the viewpoint that only “commands” 
are to be bound on people living today, two clarifications are 
necessary. First, does “command” refer to those statements 
of the Bible which occur in the imperative mood? If so, which 
of the three types of statements in the imperative mood are 
included?21 Secondly, upon what basis would one dismiss as 
irrelevant statements found in other moods? For example, 
does the interrogative statement, “Shall we continue in sin 
that grace may abound?” (Rom. 6:1), have any application to 
today? 


Accounts of Action 

The biblical documents are replete with accounts of 
action. An “account of action” simply refers to the Bible’s 
description of what some individual or group did or the 
historical account of what someone said.22 The hermeneutical 
issue is which of these accounts of action serve as “examples” 
for people living today? In what way do the accounts of 
action recorded in the Bible have any relevance today? 


Implication 

The third way in which the Bible conveys information 
is by implication. In actuality, everything which the Bible 
teaches to people living today is by implication. For each 
book of the Bible from Genesis to Revelation was specifically 
addressed to groups and individuals who lived at a different 
time and place. Such is the case with every book of the New 
Testament. Luke-Acts was written to Theophilus; Romans 
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was addressed to the church at Rome; James was designed 
to speak to Diaspora Jews; Revelation provided assistance 
for churches of Christ in Asia Minor. 

The only way the Bible has anything to say to you or 
me in America in the 1990s is by implication. You and I 
must infer that, in addition to its original recipients, the 
New Testament also speaks to us. But that is an inference 
on our part. There is no direct, explicit statement in Scripture 
which says: “The Bible’s teaching has application to Dave 
Miller in America in the 1990s.” Therefore, to say that the 
Bible does not teach by implication (with the corresponding 
necessity that the reader make correct inferences) is to say 
that the Bible does not speak to anyone today at all. To 
dismiss the role of inference in hermeneutical methodology 
is to dismiss the Bible as having any relevance to us today. 


“Implication” Defined 

What is the meaning of “implication?” To say that one 
statement implies a second statement is to say that if the 
first statement is true, the second statement must be true. 
To put it another way, if certain explicit Bible statements 
imply an additional statement, it is impossible for the explicit 
Bible statements to be true and yet the implied statement 
to be false. For example, if I know that Bill is taller than 
Jack and that Jack is taller than Fred, I know that Bill is 
taller than Fred by implication. I infer a third truth from 
the previous two explicit truths. If you know that I have a 
quarter in my right hand, and if you know that my right 
hand is in my pocket, then you immediately infer a third 
truth that is implied by the other two: that the quarter is 
in my pocket.23 

It is abundantly clear that the Bible was written in 
such a fashion that God intended us to recognize the function 
of implication. When Ananias told Saul to be baptized to 
“wash away his sins” (Acts 22:16), if the reader reacts 
correctly to this information, then he will infer that Saul 
had not yet been forgiven of his sins. When Paul wrote that 
they had been delivered from darkness and translated into 
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the kingdom (Col. 1:13), the reader might incorrectly infer 
that the kingdom is yet future. But the reader should infer 
that the kingdom was in existence at that time. Colossians 
1:13 so implies. 


Jesus’ Use Of Implication 
Some wince when it is pointed out that Jesus was a 
master logician who made constant use of potent, penetrating 
logical argumentation. Jesus often made use of implication 
and expected listeners to make accurate inferences. In 
Matthew chapter twenty-two, the Sadducees posed a situation 
which they were confident would reaffirm their view that 
there is no such thing as a resurrection or afterlife. They 
were confident that their test case would demonstrate the 
absurdity of the opposing view. Alluding to Mosaic teaching 
concerning the Levirate marriage law in Deuteronomy 
chapter twenty-five, they described an instance where a 
woman outlived a total of seven husbands. In what they 
must have regarded as a devastating question, the Sadducees 
queried, “Therefore in the resurrection, whose wife shall she 
be of the seven?” 
Notice Jesus’ skillful hermeneutical prowess. First He 
_ goes to an example: the marital status of angels. He argues 
that in the afterlife, marriage as we conceive of it on earth 
will be nonexistent. So the angels serve as a binding 
(authoritative) example for us insofar as our marital status 
beyond this life is concerned. Having disposed of their 
argument, Jesus then addresses the broader issue of life 
after death and the notion of anastasis. To make His point, 
He relies upon what is implied by the words of one Old 
Testament statement. “But as touching the resurrection of 
the dead, have you not read that which was spoken unto you 
by God....” Notice that Jesus says that the Old Testament 
passage He is about to quote was spoken unto them. But 
in context, the statement is made by God to Moses. Yet 
Jesus expected His contemporaries to infer that what God 
said to Moses centuries earlier also had application to them 
(and, again by implication, to us today). 
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Next Jesus quotes from Exodus 3:6—“I am the God of 
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” As 
that statement originally occurs in the context of Exodus 
chapter three, it is God’s way of identifying Himself to Moses 
at the burning bush. It was God’s way of associating Himself 
with the Abrahamic lineage and therefore with Moses. In 
Exodus 3:14-16, the same phrase is used by God to assist 
Moses in answering the children of Israel when they inquire 
concerning who sent Moses. 

So in context, the words which Jesus quotes have as 
their explicit purpose to show divine identity. However, Jesus 
focuses upon an implication of the passage which God 
intended readers to infer: that if God continued to be the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in Moses’ day (circa 1500 
B.C.) when, in fact, the Hebrew trio had been physically 
dead for hundreds of years, then Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
must have still been in existence beyond the grave. Jesus 
says, “God is not the God of the dead, but of the living.” By 
implication, then, the three continued to live even in Jesus’ 
day. The notion of afterlife is thus proven to be a fact, and 
a third implication is also established—there will be a 
resurrection of the dead. 

In Matthew chapter twenty-one, Jesus implied that 
His authority was derived from the same source as John the 
Baptist’s. Yet, the Jewish hierarchy did not accept John the 
Baptist. By implication, neither were they willing to accept 
Jesus. When Jesus said He would answer their question if 
they would answer His, He was not playing “logical games” 
(as some like to style it) with them. He was driving home 
His point by implication and expected those who challenged 
Him to infer what He implied. The chief priests and elders 
had enough sense to infer precisely what Jesus implied 
and so refused to answer. 

In John chapter eight, Jesus’ detailed line of reasoning 
culminated in the claim, “Before Abraham was, I am.” The 
Jews correctly inferred what Jesus was implying—that He 
was claiming to be God. Accordingly, they picked up rocks 
to stone Him. In John chapter ten, Jesus went so far as to 
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say that even if His hearers chose to disbelieve the explicit 
statements which He uttered, they ought to accept His claim 
to deity on the basis of His actions. For His actions implied 
His divinity (John 10:38). 


The Same Problem 

Having defined and established the legitimacy of the 
hermeneutical triad, we are still faced with the same problem. 
The threefold expression has, in fact, not been “our 
hermeneutic.” It has simply been a description of the body 
of biblical data. The Bible is composed of direct statements, 
accounts of action, and implications drawn from that explicit 
material. The question remains: which direct statements, 
accounts of action, and implied teachings are binding upon 
people living today? The solution to this problem is not to 
deny that the Bible is composed of direct statements, accounts 
of action, and implication. The solution is not to call for a 
“new hermeneutic” which, on the contemporary scene, tends 
to degenerate into subjectivism. 

The solution is to persist in an honest and humble 
pursuit of biblical interpretation despite the abuse and misuse 
of these hermeneutical principles by some. The fact that the 
prominent hermeneutical practices in Jesus’ day were those 
employed by the scribes, lawyers, and Pharisees was no 
justification for abandoning a sound, sensible, reasonable 
comprehension of God’s word. 

Jesus’ hermeneutical procedures consisted of (1) a heavy 
reliance upon scriptural quotation, (2) a keen use of the 
principles of logic and sound reasoning, (3) a recognition of 
what the Hebrew scriptures taught implicitly as well as 
explicitly, and (4) a view of written revelation as objective, 
absolute, propositional, and verbally inspired.24 Jesus never 
made an argument which was not both valid and sound. 

In attempting to understand the Bible, the procedure 
is, very simply, to gather all the relevant data concerning 
the direct statements, accounts of action, and implied 
statements. This data includes: grammatical, lexical, 
syntactical, analogical, and historical information, as well as 
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attention to literary genre.2° Once all data pertaining to the 
Bible’s explicit and implicit teaching has been gathered, the 
interpreter must then draw only those conclusions that are 
warranted by the data.26 


Conclusion 

Churches of Christ in the 1990s are facing the same 
aversion to logic that has typified American culture for three 
decades. The spirit of dissatisfaction and restlessness is afoot. 
Like the Athenian philosophers who had embraced Stoicism 
and the teachings of Epicurus, who “spent their time in 
nothing else, but either to tell, or to hear some new thing” 
(Acts 17:21), so today academia thrives on a process which 
constantly generates new information. Change is the name 
of the game. The fashionable views and popular positions of 
today will soon fall into disrepute and become the object of 
ridicule by the smug, condescending intellectuals of tomorrow. 

Among most institutions of higher learning, the 
operative presupposition is that there really is no such thing 
as apodeictic truth. Absolute truth is now considered to be 
an aberration of the simplistic Judaeo-Christian ethic that 
once dominated western civilization. Truth is considered to 
be “fluid.” Within the academic environment, what’s true 
today may not be true tomorrow. Most academicians feel 
man is “developing” in his thought and “coming of age.” 

Out of this social milieu has emerged the currents and 
trends which are operative within churches of Christ today. 
Underlying these trends is the philosophical interface of 
essentially three foundational principles: subjectivism, 
agnosticism, and misology (hatred of logic). The current 
confusion over hermeneutics that is permeating select sectors 
of the church is, in actuality, embedded in this philosophical 
matrix. 

May we not deteriorate to the mindset of the student 
who spent several literally sleepless days and nights poring 
over the essence of Descartian philosophy. In distilling the 
conceptualizing of this renowned “philosopher of doubt,” the 
student actually reached a point where he began to doubt 
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his own existence. In this resultant state of confusion and 
bewilderment, with bleary eyes and sallow countenance, he 
approached his class professor and asked, “Tell me, good 
doctor, do I exist?” To which the professor replied, “Who 
wants to know?” 
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Chapter 13 


THE “Form” OF SCRIPTURE 


he architects of change are saying the “old 

hermeneutic” has not been sensitive to the “form” of 
Scripture. Two things are meant by “form.” First, they say 
inadequate attention has been given to the genre, or type of 
literature, found in the Bible (e.g., poetry, epistle, parable, 
apocalyptic)! with the accompanying assumption that this 
inattention has led to a misinterpretation of the Bible. 

In response, it is significant that both Dungan and 
Lockhart, who wrote the definitive textbooks on hermeneutics 
within the Restoration Movement, both note the peculiarities 
and characteristics of literary genre in biblical literature.2 
The criticism is, therefore, an overstatement of the case. 
Besides, the impact of genre upon interpretation can be 
minimal—depending upon the genre. For example, 
interpretation of the book of Revelation is certainly heavily 
dependent upon one’s acquaintance with the characteristics 
of apocalyptic material. However, the gospels and the epistles 
of the New Testament, from whence the common man derives 
an understanding of the specifics of Christianity, are easily 
comprehended without being familiar with the complex genre 
categories formulated by theologians. 

Secondly, “form” refers to the claim that our 
interpretation has been adversely affected by our insistence 
upon viewing the Bible as a blueprint, pattern, kingdom 
constitution, legal brief, law, or code book.2 They say we 
have misconstrued the nature of the Bible by treating it as 
“propositional.”4 They say we should have been conceiving 
of the Bible in an epistolary fashion as a “love letter.”5 In 
other words, the Bible is not so much the legislation of God 
as it is an expression of His love. 

But to argue that the New Testament is to be 
interpreted as a “love letter” is misleading and disastrous. 
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It is true that God is love. It is true that the written 
documents which He has provided are an expression of His 
love for us. However, these documents are not “love letters” 
in the sense set forth by those advocating the “new 
hermeneutic.” Whoever wrote a love letter to a girlfriend or 
boyfriend on such matters as circumcision, disfellowshipping 
a fornicator, or eating meats sacrificed to idols? Where the 
“love letter” metaphor breaks down is precisely in the area 
it is designed to undermine, i.e., that the New Testament is 
also, if not primarily, intended to be instructive by showing 
how human beings are to respond to God’s love. In this 
sense, the New Testament is law and absolute and binding 
in a way that a love letter can never be. 

To denigrate the notion that the Bible consists of 
“propositional” truth is equally unfortunate. To hold that 
the Bible is “propositional” is to say that the explicit 
statements of the Bible affirm that something either is or is 
not the case. The reality of this contention is self-evident. 
One need only open the Bible and point to any statement to 
see that this is the case. If the Bible does not consist of 
propositional truth, then it says nothing to anyone at all. 

Where does one suppose the emphasis within churches 
of Christ upon the Bible as the law of a kingdom arose? 
Obviously, from the Bible itself! How many New Testament 
books depict relationship to God and fellow Christians in 
terms of the kingdom/king/law metaphor? All but three of 
the twenty-seven books!’ Indeed, the New Testament is 
replete with allusions to reigning, ruling, and judging as 
well as the authority, majesty, throne, law, and lordship of 
Christ. It is clear that God intended for readers of the New 
Testament to get the idea that Christianity is to be conceived 
of as the relationship between a king and His kingdom! 

To resist an emphasis upon the Bible as a “pattern” is 
likewise inappropriate. All that brethren have meant by the 
use of the word “pattern” is that human beings are obligated 
to go to the Bible and learn what God wants them to know 
and practice. If the Bible is not a “pattern” in this sense, 
then the Bible is completely irrelevant when it comes to how 
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people choose to live life. Accordingly, no one should question 
anyone else regardless of what anyone believes or practices. 
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Chapter 14 


THe “CoRE GOSPEL” AND 


“FLAT BIBLE” 


he church is accused of treating the Scriptures as if 

they were “flat.”! When we are told our hermeneutic 
presupposes a “flat” Bible, they mean we should recognize 
that not all facts or truths presented in the Bible are of 
equal importance. For example, whether you use an 
instrument in worship or partake of the Lord’s Supper every 
Sunday is far less important than whether you evangelize 
or pray. 

It is certainly possible for some within churches of 
Christ to overemphasize one truth to the neglect of a truth 
of greater significance. The Pharisees did so. Jesus made the 
point that the Pharisees manifested a propensity for 
emphasizing less weighty matters to the exclusion of the 
weightier matters. But “flat Bible” advocates misuse this 
passage by going to the equally unbiblical and opposite 
extreme—omitting the less weighty matters and basing 
fellowship solely on a few of the weightier matters. Jesus’ 
list of “weightier matters” does not even match the “flat 
Bible” and “core gospel” advocates. 

In their rush to avoid swallowing camels, they show no 
hesitation about feasting on gnats (Matt. 23:24). Certainly, 
there is no excuse for “straining out the gnat” while 
“swallowing the camel.” But neither is it acceptable to God 
to strain out the camel while swallowing the gnat. The clear 
teaching of Jesus on the matter is that “these ought ye to 
have done, and not to leave the other undone” (Matt. 23:23). 
If we love God and our fellowman, we will give meticulous 
attention to all that God desires us to do (Cf., Acts 20:27). 

Besides, what we humans sometimes consider to be an 
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insignificant matter, God considers to be of paramount 
importance (Luke 16:15; Cf., Jer. 10:23; I Cor. 1:20). Adam 
and Eve were expelled permanently from Eden for eating 
the fruit from one tree (Gen. 3). Nadab and Abihu were 
destroyed for incorporating foreign fire in their incense 
offering (Lev. 10:1-2). Moses was excluded from entrance 
into Canaan because of his one mistake at Kadesh (Num. 
20:7-12). Saul was deposed as king for sparing the lives of 
one man and a few animals out of an entire nation (I Sam. 
15). Uzzah was struck dead for merely reaching out and 
steadying the ark (II Sam. 6:6-7). Uzziah was rejected by 
God because he entered the temple to burn incense (II Chron. 
26). 

These incidents are no more “technical” nor “trivial” 
than New Testament regulations pertaining to vocal, verbal 
music in worship (Eph. 5:19), bread and fruit of the vine at 
the Lord’s Table every Sunday (Matt. 26:26-29; Acts 20:7), 
and kingdom initiation by immersion in water (John 3:5; I 
Peter 3:21). We would be wise to be extremely cautious in 
dispensing with certain biblical stipulations under the 
pretense of stressing supposed “weighty” matters—or a “core 
_ gospel.” 


The “Core Gospel” And Fellowship 

In keeping with the insistence that churches of Christ 
have treated the Bible as if it were “flat,” change agents are 
advocating the idea of a “core gospel.” Current sentiment 
within the church suggests that unanimity of doctrinal belief 
and practice must not be the basis upon which unity and 
fellowship are achieved. The “unity-in-diversity” proponents 
insist that we will never attain 100% agreement with each 
other. Therefore, we ought to fellowship each other based 
upon our commonalities—the fundamentals shared by all 
who profess faith in Christ. 

This “live and let live,” “I’m okay, you’re okay,” “don’t 
be judgmental” mentality—which has infiltrated the church 
from secular society—has in turn spawned the notion of a 
“core gospel.” “Core gospel” advocates hold that fellowship 
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may be enacted on the basis of a brief list of beliefs which 
all factions within Christendom have held in common. 
Ironically, agreement on what is to be included in the “core 
gospel” is lacking. But most seem to agree that belief in 
Jesus—especially His death, burial and resurrection—is the 
central thesis about which we must agree in order to have 
fellowship. 

Some of the “change agents” insist that only the “seven 
ones” of Ephesians chapter four qualify as doctrinal tests of 
fellowship. Upon this basis, all other doctrinal questions are 
relegated to a nonessential status. If a particular viewpoint 
or doctrinal issue falls outside the scope of the “seven ones,” 
then that viewpoint must be held as opinion and not allowed 
to hamper fellowship with those who hold a differing opinion 
on that issue. Specific doctrines which they say should not 
be allowed to affect fellowship include instrumental music, 
solos and choirs, premillennialism, women’s role, and the 
frequency of the Lord’s Supper. 

We can certainly appreciate any effort to accentuate 
some of the central features of New Testament Christianity. 
No one would deny the centrality of Christ and His atoning 
sacrifice in the “good news” of Christianity. However, we 
must strongly object to the present conspiracy. The relegation 
of any of God’s doctrines to the status of irrelevance is an 
intolerable distortion of Christianity. The selective singling 
out of some doctrines blurs the importance of doctrinal purity 
and broadens the borders of the kingdom beyond what God, 
Himself, has stipulated. 

To what extent should doctrine determine fellowship? 
Despite the popularity of the “core doctrine” position, the 
Bible clearly teaches that doctrinal correctness and fellowship 
are inseparably linked together. Several biblical observations 
are in order. 

The New Testament uses the term “fellowship” to refer 
to the idea of partnership. Fellowship consists of joint- - 
participating, sharing and associating. Scriptural fellowship 
begins with God. John made this clear in I John 1:3-6. 
Fellowship must first be established with God. Once 
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fellowship with God is achieved, fellowship will naturally 
result with other people who have also established fellowship 
with God (I John 1:7). The only way for me to sustain biblical 
fellowship with another human being is for both of us to 
first be in fellowship with God. 

Initial fellowship between two people can occur only if 
both have obeyed the gospel plan of salvation. That is, both 
must believe (in God, Christ and their word), repent of sins, 
confess Christ’s name, and be immersed in water for the 
remission of sins (Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38; 22:16; Rom. 10:9- 
10; I Peter 3:21). Every person who obeys God’s plan of 
salvation as stipulated in the New Testament comes into 
fellowship with God and with every other person who has 
done likewise. The two people are now brothers and part of 
the larger brotherhood that includes all others who have 
obeyed the same plan of salvation. 

In order for two Christians to continue in fellowship 
with each other, both must remain in fellowship with God. 
To remain in fellowship with God, the Christian must live 
faithful, i.e., in accordance with New Testament teaching 
regarding how to live the Christian life. If a person disrupts 
. his fellowship with God by disobeying God’s doctrine, 
disruption of fellowship with fellow Christians necessarily 
follows. How could we remain in fellowship with one whom 
God no longer fellowships (cf., II John 10-11)? 

When does one disrupt fellowship with God? John 
gives the answer to that question: “If we say that we have 
fellowship with him, and walk in darkness, we lie, and do 
not the truth” (I John 1:6). “Walking in darkness” inhibits 
fellowship with God. In contrast, a Christian’s fellowship 
with God and other brethren is perpetuated by “walking in 
the light” (I John 1:7). 

Several parallel expressions in John’s letters clarify 
what it means to “walk in the light:” “keep his 
commandments” (2:3; 3:22,24; 5:2,3); “keep his word” (2:5); 
“walk as he walked” (2:6); “doeth the will of God” (2:17); 
“abide in him” (2:28; 3:6); “doeth righteousness” (2:29; 3:7); 
“do those things that are pleasing in his sight” (3:22); “walking 
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in truth” (II John 4; III John 3-4); “walk after his 
commandments” (II John 6); “the doctrine of Christ” (II John 
9). 

So after becoming a Christian, in order for fellowship 
to be maintained with God and fellow Christians, one must 
obey God’s commands regarding how to live faithfully. Here 
is the only formula for sustaining fellowship and achieving 
unity. Fellowship and unity are not to be secured on the 
basis of elevating a few of God’s doctrines above the others 
and seeking agreement on that brief list. Rather, fellowship 
occurs when people commit themselves to all of God’s will 
for their lives. Unity must be based on doctrine. Mutual 
compliance with truth must precede fellowship. 

Though some insist that “the gospel” only includes the 
doctrine of the death, burial and resurrection of Christ, in 
actuality, the entire Bible is God’s doctrine. A number of 
expressions are used interchangeably in the Scriptures, 
demonstrating that all of the words of the Bible make up 
divine doctrine. Space considerations prevent a complete 
listing of expressions and citations, but consider the following: 
the word of the Lord, the word of God, the word of his grace, 
the doctrine of Christ, the apostles’ doctrine, the law of 
Christ, the word of truth, the new testament, the gospel, the 
faith, the truth, Jesus, the word of the kingdom. These and 
other expressions are parallel designations that are used to 
refer to the same body of information, i.e., the totality of 
Christian doctrine. 

In I Timothy 4:1-4, Paul identifies two doctrines which 
manifest departure from “the faith:” “forbidding to marry 
and commanding to abstain from certain meats.” Adherence 
to these two doctrines does not in any way infringe upon the 
“seven ones” of Ephesians chapter four. Yet “departing from 
the faith” and “giving heed to seducing spirits and doctrines 
of demons” are surely matters of fellowship. In I Timothy 
5:8, Paul declares that the Christian who does not make 
physical provision for relatives “has denied the faith and is 
worse than an infidel.” Not giving adequate care to blood kin 
does not violate any of the “seven ones” of Ephesians chapter 
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four. Yet Paul’s treatment of the matter shows that it is of 
significant magnitude to be a fellowship issue. Obviously, 
fellowship is not to be confined to the atonement and a few 
related “fundamentals.” 

In John 8:31-32, Jesus emphasized to His 
contemporaries that they must “continue” in His word to be 
His disciples. They had to “know the truth” in order to be 
set free. In John 12:44-50, Jesus further emphasized that 
they had. to hear and keep His words. Those who refused to 
receive His words would be judged by those words at the end 
of time. Jesus’ words included more than His death, burial 
and resurrection. His words included: the essentiality of 
baptism (Mark 16:16; John 3:5); divorce and remarriage 
(Matt. 19:3-12); resolving sin between brothers (Matt. 18:15- 
17); obeying civil law (Matt. 17:24-27); the Lord’s Supper 
(Matt. 26:26-29); the Second Coming (Matt. 24:36-25:46); 
instruction on prayer (Luke 11:1-13); loving one’s neighbor 
(Luke 10:25-37); use of money (Luke 12:13-21); and a host 
of other matters. We must observe “all things” Christ has 
commanded (Matt. 28:20). 

In Romans 16:17-18, Paul instructs Christians to mark 
. those who cause divisions and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine which they had learned and avoid them. One cannot 
successfully limit “doctrine” in this passage to a few tenets 
of the Christian faith and conclude that all other doctrines 
must not disrupt fellowship between Christians. The 
expression “the doctrine which you have learned” clearly 
encompasses the totality of Christian teaching embodied 
within the New Testament. 

The “marking,” i.e., singling out for observation, and 
the “avoiding” clearly relate to fellowship. The New 
Testament contains parallel expressions that imply the same 
thing: “withdraw yourselves” (II Thess. 3:6); “have no 
company with him” (II Thess. 3:14); “from such turn away” 
(II Tim. 3:5); “reject” (Titus 3:10); “receive him not into your 
house” (II John 10); “deliver such an one unto Satan” (I Cor. 
5:5); “put away from among yourselves” (I Cor. 5:13). These 
phrases show that fellowship between Christians may be 
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severed on the basis of a variety of doctrinal matters beyond 
the atonement. 

Two individuals may be brothers, i.e., they have both 
obeyed the New Testament plan of salvation, but be out of 
fellowship with each other because one is unfaithful to one 
of Christ’s doctrines. Brotherhood, therefore, does not 
necessarily imply fellowship. On the other hand, fellowship 
implies endorsement since fellowship, by definition, means 
‘“joint-participation” and “partnership.” 

But must we agree on everything in order to be in 
fellowship with each other? The Bible certainly teaches that 
there are some things upon which we need not agree in 
order to maintain fellowship with each other. But there are 
many things upon which we must agree if fellowship is to 
be perpetuated. For example, if an individual violates Christ’s 
teaching on divorce and remarriage (Matt. 19:3-12) and begins 
to commit adultery, if he does not repent, faithful Christians 
must sever fellowship with him (I Cor. 5:1-13; Rev. 21:8; 
Eph. 5:3-5). 

A faithful Christian cannot condone, support or enter 
a denomination. Denominations exist without divine sanction 
and lure people away from the church of Christ (Col. 1:18; 
Acts 4:12; Matt. 15:13). A Christian cannot fellowship an 
individual who believes he/she was saved before baptism at 
the point of faith (Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38; 19:3-5; 22:16). 

Christians cannot fellowship those who worship in 
violation of God’s instructions for “true worship” (John 4:23- 
24). Just ask Cain (Gen. 4:3-5; Heb. 11:4; I John 3:12). Ask 
Nadab and Abihu (Lev. 10:1-3). Ask Saul (I Sam. 13:8-14). 
Ask Uzziah (II Chron. 26:16-21). God does not authorize 
mechanical instruments of music in worship to Him (Col. 
3:16). God does not authorize female leaders or solos/choirs 
in the church worship assembly (I Tim. 2:8-15; Eph. 5:19). 
God does not authorize changing the day or the elements of 
the Lord’s Supper (Matt. 26:29; Acts 20:7). True worshippers ° 
must necessarily refuse fellowship to those who tamper with 
God’s will regarding worship. 

David Lipscomb’s remarks on Romans 16:17 serve as 
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a fitting conclusion: 


All additions to the service of God are sinful 
and cause divisions. God has forbidden 
anything to be added to what he has required. 
There cannot be a doubt but that the use of 
instrumental music in connection with the 
worship of God, whether used as a part of the 
worship or as an attractive accompaniment, is 
unauthorized by God and violates the oft- 
repeated prohibition to add nothing to, take 
nothing from, the commandments of the Lord. 


Indeed, our fellowship is limited by our faithfulness to 
the doctrine of Jesus. 
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Chapter 15 


HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND 
“ATOMISTIC” INTERPRETATION 


Historical Context 
hey say previous hermeneutical principles have failed 
to take into account historical context in the 
interpretation of Scripture. They describe the “old 
hermeneutic” as “rationalistic, inductive, formal” and the 
“new hermeneutic” as “grammatical/historical/contextual.”1 
This charge is equally false and unfounded. Members 
of churches of Christ in general have approached their study 
of each book of the Bible with a “who, what, where, when, 
to whom, why” methodology. 


Fe Bie Dungan and Lockhart,? as well as 
y ae standard commentaries affiliated 
Aiomized with churches of Christ, stress the 
Scripture! importance of context—whether 


historical, lexical, syntactical, 
contextual, or analogical.? The fact that some writers may 
have missed a point on a passage here or there is hardly 
adequate justification for (1) abandoning the only legitimate 
hermeneutical principles in exchange for what is now being 
advocated or (2) proposing contextual analysis as a “new 
hermeneutic,” when our brethren have been engaging in 
historical/contextual interpretation all along. 


“Atomistic” Interpretation 
They say the “old hermeneutic” approaches the Bible 
“atomistically.”4 By “atomistic” they mean we have failed to 
treat each biblical document separately on its own merits 
when we introduce passages from other books and contexts 
into the book we are trying to interpret. They say we must 
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not piece Scriptures together from all over the Bible in order 
to make an argument. To do so is to be guilty of the 

“unpardonable sin” of “proof-texting.”> Consider the ee: 
statement: 


Part of my problem with the way we use our 
hermeneutic to establish examples is we’re 
demanding that the New Testament Christians 
read the Bible and argue when they didn’t have a 
collected canon to use. They couldn’t have pulled 
Acts 16:2 [sic] and Acts 20:7 together. They didn’t 
have a collected canon. But we do that and say 
we're restoring New Testament Christianity using 
an argument they couldn’t have put together...this 
is not the way the early Christian even could have 
argued from Scripture.® 


Critical of what he calls “hard-line patternistic 
formalism,” one speaker centers his attention on the question 
of the canon: 


We have approached the area of hermeneutics with 
the idea that the early church had a complete set 
of documents which we know as the New Testament 
and that they searched those Scriptures to 
determine God’s pattern in church organization, 
structure and practice. I submit to you that is an 
incorrect assumption. / 


His point is that since the canon was not completed 
until circa 400 A.D., early Christians could not have made 
use of written Scripture as we do, drawing Scriptures together 
from different books to form conclusions. 

Yet such a position misconstrues the nature of canon- 
ization.8 Canonization was based upon and dependent upon 
widespread recognition and use of the New Testament books. 
The criteria by which some books were later questioned are 
evidence that those books were generally accessible to the 
churches across the empire. The Scriptures were copied and 
circulated among the churches long before formal 
canonization. In fact, impetus for the multiplication of copies 
of the New Testament documents existed virtually from the 
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moment they came from the pen of the inspired writer.9 

Even in the first century, within the New Testament 
itself, evidence suggests that accessibility to New Testament 
truth in written form was well underway. Paul specifically 
told the Colossians to see that the epistle written to them 
was circulated (Col. 4:16). When Peter wrote his second 
epistle, “epistles” (plural) of Paul were already being referred 
to as among the “Scriptures” which were available for the 
“unlearned” to twist (II Peter 3:16). When Paul wrote his 
first epistle to Timothy, the gospel of Luke was already 
“Scripture” (I Tim. 5:18). Dating questions aside, very few 
years separated the writing of the two books. 

Consider the parallel situation that exists with the Old 
Testament. Early Israelites did not have access to all the 
Oid Testament. Yet Jesus and the writers of the New 
Testament gleaned passages from various locations in the 
Old Testament canon in precisely the same fashion that we 
do from the New Testament. Jesus treated the Old Testament 
canon as a totality—a complete body of Scripture. He was 
guilty of the same charge being leveled against the church 
today.19 He “atomized” Scripture as did virtually all of the 
writers of the New Testament! 

Surely we recognize that the church was in a state of 
infancy for the very reason that New Testament truth was 
in the process of being revealed (I Cor. 13:8-12; Eph. 4:13- 
16). The early Christians had access to a sufficient amount 
of God’s will through oral sources. The apostles would have 
been able to convey massive amounts of New Testament 
truth in light of all the teaching which we are told they did 
(e.g., Acts 2:40,42; 5:42; 20:20,27,31). Early Christians would 
have pieced together oral teaching as authority for faith and 
practice in the same way that we draw together written 
passages. 

However, the fact that they lived during a period when 
the New Testament was incomplete in no way disproves the . 
need for us to approach the New Testament as a completed 
body of truth. Such reasoning is analogous to those who say 
they do not have to be baptized since the thief on the cross 
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was not baptized. Our situation does not compare with those 
who lived in a premature spiritual state. We do not live 
during a period of progressive revelation. We have the 
completed corpus of inspired material from God and are 
required to take the whole and interpret it accordingly. 

It would seem that the advocates of the “new 
hermeneutic” have not grasped the implications of their 
position as it relates to the doctrine of inspiration.!! They 
are adamant in their insistence that each book of the Bible 
is to be examined on its own merits with no intrusion of 
material from any other book. They speak of the New 
Testament being “a collection of letters” as if the books of 
the Bible were just casually and haphazardly thrown together 
into a single volume.!2 They speak as if they do not consider 
the sixty-six books of the Bible to be interrelated or 
intentionally bound together as a single body of truth— 
God’s complete and total revelation to man.13 

Yet the biblical view of inspiration necessitates that, 
though the biblical documents were written by some forty 
individuals over a period of about 1600 years, the Bible 
actually has only one author—the Holy Spirit. The Bible, 
therefore, is intended by God to be taken as a single entity 
in order to grasp His will for humanity. Likewise, God intends 
for us to perceive the Scriptures as verbally inspired. This 
standard, classic view of inspiration was largely unquestioned 
until theological Liberalism, and its progeny Neo-orthodoxy, 
exerted their influence.!4 

To see where the “new hermeneutic” viewpoint is 
logically headed in this regard, consider the following 
statements of one who still considers himself to be a member 
of churches of Christ: 


We cannot equate the authority of the Bible with 
the authority of God as we can the authority of 
Christ and God, for the Bible is an earthen vessel. 
God is perfect, infallible, and infinite. The Bible as 
a human product is not....If the Bible was brought 
to us by an angel directly from heaven, having 
been dictated word-for-word by God himself, so that 
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its contents would be nothing less and nothing 
more than the actual words of God, then we could 
equate the authority of the Bible and the authority 
of God. But the Bible is clearly not that kind of 


book.1° 
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Chapter 16 


PRESUPPOSITIONS AND 
CULTURAL CONDITIONING 


hey say the “old hermeneutic” fails to take into 

consideration that the interpreter is “shaped” by his 
own presuppositions. They say the interpreter has been 
inevitably, if not invariably, influenced by cultural, historical, 
social, and religious conditioning.! 

Have the advocates of the “new | “tho basic defect 
hermeneutic” been’ similarly 
affected? What makes their nm men May very 
interpretations of the Bibleimmune | e// be that of the 
to such conditioning? What gives Hepat 
them the ability to rise above their QUE of a 
presuppositions while leaving the understanding 
rest of the brotherhood doomed to | — Thomas B. Warren 
conditioned interpretation? What 
cultural, historical, social, and religious conditioning informs 
their thinking? What are their “philosophic assumptions” 
which have shaped them?2 
Of course, this claim comes directly from the advocates 

of the “New Hermeneutic” in denominational theology. Rudolf 
Bultmann and others? make much of this point, leaving the 
impression that knowledge of objective truth is unattainable. 
As Liefeld noted: 


Underneath much of the discussion is the idea that 
we cannot ever arrive at the true meaning of a text 
because our own “horizon” prevents us from 
achieving an undistorted perception of the “horizon” 
of the biblical writer.4 


Not only is such an assumption in direct conflict with 
Jesus’ own assessment of the situation (e.g., John 8:32), the 
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position is self-contradictory and therefore false. Certainly, 
we should be aware of our own personal biases and limitations 
when we approach the text. But God clearly communicated 
with us in such a way that we can come to a knowledge of 
what He would have us to believe and do (Heb. 11:6; John 
8:24; 12:48). Carson is correct when he stated: “such absolute 
relativism is not only unnecessary, but also self-contradictory; 
for the authors of such views expect us to understand the 
meaning of their articles!® 

Strikingly, advocates of the “new hermeneutic” take 
issue with the approach to the biblical texts that perceives 
the purpose of the Bible and biblical interpretation to be to 
inform humans how to please God.’ Yet the biblical writers 
themselves (including Jesus) repeatedly speak of man’s 
entire earthly responsibility to consist of ascertaining God’s 
will for their lives from His revelation in order to then do 
what His will requires! (e.g., Eccl. 12:13; John 8:32; II Tim. 
2:15; John 12:48; Acts 17:11; I Thess. 5:21; Matt. 22:34-40; 
Deut. 30; Micah 6:8; et al.). It would no doubt be enlightening 
for one of the “new hermeneutic” spokesmen to tell us 
precisely what they conceive to be the purpose of Scripture. 

Situated throughout the writings of those who promote 
the “new hermeneutic” is evidence that they view truth to 
be relative, subjective, and unattainable. They appear to be 
infected with the presuppositions of Liberal and Neo- 
orthodox theology as well as Existentialist and Romantic 
philosophy. 

Concerning religious knowledge, we are told that “proof 
for such knowledge is beyond the borders of human proof 
tools” and that our “command/obedience metaphor” has 
created “a false sense of epistemological certainty.”9 I suppose 
when Jesus said, “You shall know the truth” (John 8:32), he 
was guilty of creating in his disciples “a false sense of 
epistemological certainty”! Such religious agnosticism is 
further seen in the continual assertion that “replication” or 
“restoration” of the New Testament church is an “illusion.”10 

They speak disparagingly of the assumption that all 
reasonable people can see the Bible alike.!! They say we 


151 


must be content to live with “merely provisional answers”.12 
They speak of the need for any “system of hermeneutics” to 
be “temporary and not permanent” and that we have reached 
a point where “interpretation of the Scripture must be 
repositioned so as to provide more help” for personal and 
social concerns.1!3 

Numerous biblical texts affirm, however, that truth is 
objective, absolute, and attainable (e.g., Prov. 23:23; John 
3:2; 8:32; Acts 2:22; I John 2:3). Knowledge must precede 
faith (Rom. 10:17; 4:20-21; John 10:24,25,38).14 Faith is 
accepting and acting upon what one knows to be God’s will 
(Heb. 11:6). Paul declared that God desires “all men” to 
come to the knowledge of the truth (I Tim. 2:4). If some fail 
to do so, it is not because truth is relative or unattainable. 
Other factors are at fault including the absence of “an honest 
and good heart” (Luke 8:15) and “love of the truth” (II Thess. 
2:10).15 

Neither truth nor man’s fundamental ability to 
apprehend truth change. Alternative approaches to 
interpretation are superfluous. When God said, “Do not steal,” 
our interpretation of the meaning of that statement is the 
same as the interpretation by those who originally received 
the statement. The only need for a “new hermeneutic” lies 
in man’s unwillingness to accept the one authentic meaning 
intended by God. We don’t need a “new” interpretation of 
God’s words. We simply need to reinstate a devoted 
determination to comply with what we already understand 
the Bible to teach. 


Conclusion 

Our desire for a “new hermeneutic” reveals far more 
about the condition of our hearts than it does about our 
ability to grasp God’s originally intended meanings. The 
“new hermeneutic” is part and parcel of the spiritual 
temperament which has permeated our society and the 
church. It is an attempt to provide sophisticated sanction to 
the perennial human inclination to restructure and redesign 
religious belief and practice to suit self (Gen. 3:6; Exod. 17:2: 
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Num. 21:5; Judges 21:25; I Sam. 8:19-20; I Sam. 13:12; Jer. 
6:16; et ily. It is an attempt to do aha one wants to do 
while maintaining a sense of religiosity (Gen. 4:3; Lev. 10:1; 
fT Sain, elo: 3,20: Li Chron. 26:16). 

The “hermeneutic” which has been operative generally 
among churches of Christ, as well as the “theological 
foundation” which undergirds this “hermeneutic,” are neither 
erroneous nor out-dated. Both are deeply embedded in the 
Scriptures themselves. Churches of Christ in general have 
perceived accurately God’s will from God’s book. Some 
Christians choose to follow that will while others do not 
choose to do so. So it has been throughout human history. 
All efforts to originate some “new truth” or some alternative 
approach to simple Bible teaching have ultimately fallen by 
the way and been buried beneath the innovations of later 
generations. Concerning the “new hermeneutic” of our day: 
“this too will pass.” 

If the interpretive enterprise is as elusive, enigmatic, 
and entangled as the so-called “scholars” represent it to be, 
then the average member of the church, let alone nonmember, 
does not have a ghost of a chance to understand God’s word 
- and make it to heaven. We have reached a point in the 
history of the church where some have been “educated beyond 
their intelligence.” 

Is ascertaining and obeying God’s will really that 
difficult? Moses’ answer to that question is as easily 
understood and relevant today as when spoken over 3,000 
years ago: 


For this commandment which I command you today is not 
too difficult for you, nor is it out of reach. It is not in 
heaven, that you should say, “Who will go up to heaven for 
us to get it for us and make us hear it, that we may 
observe it?” Nor is it beyond the sea, that you should say, 
“Who will cross the sea for us to get it for us and make us 
hear it, that we may observe it?” But the word is very near 
you, in your mouth and in your heart, that you may observe 
it (Deut. 30:11-14). 
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Chapter 17 


CORRECT HERMENEUTICAL 
PROCEDURE 


hat do people mean by the statement, “That’s just 

your interpretation”? Many mean: “You have your view 
of what the passage means and I have mine. Who’s to say 
mine’s wrong and yours is right? We should not condemn 
each others’ views. We should allow 
each other to hold different views.” if anyone wants 
Does the Bible have anything to say d a! 
about this idea? to do His will 

We live in a “pluralistic” he shall know 
society. “Pluralism” simply means 
that various differing, even ¥ 
conflicting, views are permitted to doctrine 
co-exist. This attitude is very —Jesus Christ 
prevalent in today’s’ world. (John 7:17) 
Television talk shows constantly 
stress that there are no absolutes. Truth is subjective and 
relative to many people. They insist that there are very few, 
if any, definites—very little black and white, but a lot of 
gray area. The matter is further muddled by the fact that 
on any religious or moral question, there are knowledgeable, 
sincere authorities on both sides of the issue. The general 
posture of the American mindset is that since truth is so 
elusive, no one should be judgmental of anyone else; no one 
should be so arrogant or dogmatic as to insist that a certain 
viewpoint is the only right viewpoint. 

Without even examining God’s word, we ought to be 
able to see that this attitude and this position is self- 
contradictory and unacceptable. Why? Because those who 
espouse it insist that they are correct. They are dogmatic 


concerning the 
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in their insistence that no one should be dogmatic. They 
hold as absolute and certain truth the fact that there are no 
absolute truths. Therefore, they have to deny their viewpoint 
in order to hold their viewpoint! 

Only in religion do people take the foolish position that 
truth is elusive and unattainable. Only in the task of 
interpreting the Bible do people take the position that truth 
is relative, always changing, and something we can never be 
sure of. We human beings reason in religion in a way that 
differs from the way we reason in every other facet of our 
lives. 

For example, when we go to the doctor because we are 
not feeling well, we communicate to him our symptoms and 
expect him to understand us. We expect him to gather all 
the relevant evidence (the verbal information we give as 
well as the signs our bodies manifest) and then properly 
interpret that evidence to draw the right conclusions 
concerning our ailment and proper treatment. He then writes 
down a prescription which we take to the pharmacist and 
once again we expect the pharmacist to interpret properly 
the doctor’s instructions. We take the prescription home and 
read the label, fully expecting to understand the directions. 
The fact that doctors and pharmacists can make mistakes 
by drawing unwarranted conclusions about our condition 
does not change the fact that if they gather sufficient evidence 
and reason properly about the information, they can know 
the truth about our situation. 

Every single day that we live, we interpret thousands 
of messages accurately. You read the newspaper, fully 
expecting to understand what you are reading. You read 
novels with the same expectation. You watch the news on 
television, you go to the mailbox and get your mail and 
browse through it, fully expecting to interpret properly the 
messages being conveyed to you. The fact that mis- 
understanding sometimes occurs, does not negate the fact 
that more information can be examined in order to draw the 
right conclusions and arrive at correct interpretations. 

We go through this process constantly every waking 
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hour of the day, day in and day out, year after year. We give 
ourselves credit for having the ability to operate sensibly 
and communicate with one another intelligibly. Yet we turn 
right around and imply that the God of heaven, the one who 
created our minds and our thinking capacity, the one who 
is infinitely wiser and more capable than humans, is 
incapable of making His will known to humanity in a clear 
and understandable fashion! When we come to the Bible, we 
suddenly do an about face and insist that we can’t be sure 
what God’s will is, we can’t be dogmatic on doctrine, we 
must allow for differing opinions on what is spiritually right 
and wrong! 

Was the Bible written by God through inspired men 
with the purpose of making known His will for us? Did God 
have the Bible written in such a way that we can grasp the 
meanings which He intended to convey? The Bible declares, 
“yes.” God has given man written revelation with the 
understanding that it can be correctly comprehended. This 
means that for every teaching, for every passage, for every 
verse, for every word in the Bible, there is a meaning that 
God originally intended to convey. That’s what Peter meant 

when he said, “No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s 
own interpretation” (II Peter 1:20). He meant that men did 
not decide what information to include in inspired material— 
God did. God has given every responsible human being the 
task of ascertaining that one correct interpretation. There is 
only one correct interpretation to any given passage—the 
right one, God’s view! 


Jesus’ Own Hermeneutic 

Let us return to the New Testament and to Jesus Christ 
Himself. Let us examine the very approach which Jesus 
took to interpreting Scripture. Let us discover what attitude 
Jesus had toward truth and revelation. Let us consider how 
the Master Himself employed Scripture to face the assaults 
of those who would deter Him from conformity to the will of 
God. Then let us “go and do likewise.” 

Jesus’ own hermeneutical activity may be viewed in 
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terms of (I) His attitude toward Scripture and (II) His actual 
use of Scripture. Concerning His attitude toward Scripture, 
several elements emerge from His life on earth. 


Jesus’ Attitude Toward Scripture 

1. Jesus clearly considered Scripture to be divinely 
inspired through human instrumentality. He attributed 
David’s words in Psalm 110:1 to the Holy Spirit (Mark 12:36). 
He treated Daniel’s prophecy in Daniel 9:27 as an inspired 
prediction which would most certainly come true (Matt. 
24:15). On the very day that He visited the synagogue in 
Nazareth and read aloud from Isaiah chapter sixty-one, He 
declared the passage fulfilled in their hearing (Luke 4:21). 
He maintained that Scripture’s affirmation that Elijah was 
to precede the Messiah’s appearance (Mal. 4:5) was exactly 
what transpired (Mark 9:11-18). 

At His arrest, He asked Peter two questions, the second 
of which further confirmed His belief in the inspiration of 
Scripture: “But how then shall the scriptures be fulfilled, 
that thus it must be?” (Matt. 26:54). He attributed His 
selection of Judas to the inevitable fulfillment of Psalm 41:9 
(John 13:18). Indeed, He was so sure of the inspiration of the 
Old Testament that even at His death, He quoted Psalm 
22:1 (Matt. 27:46). Clearly, Jesus recognized Scripture as 
originating in Heaven in the mind of God, thus imparting 
a controlling unity to the whole of Scripture. To Jesus, the 
Old Testament from Genesis to Malachi was inspired of 
God. 

Jesus’ conception of inspiration included what we call 
“verbal” and “plenary” components. J. Gresham Machen 
described “plenary” inspiration when he wrote: 


..The Biblical writers...were preserved from the 
errors that appear in other books and thus the 
resulting book, the Bible, is in all its parts the very 
Word of God, completely true in what it says 
regarding matters of fact and completely 
authoritative in its commands, ! 


Jesus consistently manifested sympathy with this 
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understanding of the nature of Scripture. Not only did He 
receive and use the predictive elements of Old Testament 
Scripture, but He acknowledged the credibility of the didactic 
and historical portions as well. Daniel’s historicity (Mark 
13:14), Jonah’s fish experience (Matt. 12:40), the divine 
creation of Adam and Eve (Matt. 19:4), the reality of Noah 
and the Flood (Luke 17:26-27), Lot and the destruction of 
Sodom as well as the fate of Lot’s wife (Luke 17:29,32), the 
widow, famine, and drought of Elijah’s day (Luke 4:25-26), 
and the leprous Syrian commander, Naaman (Luke 4:27)— 
all attest to the fact that to Jesus Scripture was inspired 
fully “in all of its parts.” The credibility of the inspired 
writers was unquestioned and their literary productions 
contained no mistakes. 

Old Testament inspiration for Jesus was also verbal. 
Hodge and Warfield, in their masterful treatise on 
inspiration, describe verbal inspiration in the following words: 


..the divine superintendence...extended to the 
verbal expression of the thoughts of the sacred 
writers, as well as to the thoughts themselves.... 
Hence, in all the affirmations of Scripture of every 
kind there is no more error in the words of the 
original autographs than in the thoughts they were 
chosen to express.2 


Jesus clearly embraced this understanding of the 
matter. He based His powerful, penetrating defense of the 
reality of the resurrection of the dead upon the tense of the 
grammar of Exodus 3:6. If God was the God of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob at the very moment He was speaking to 
Moses, though the three had already died, then they must 
still be existing beyond the grave (Matt. 22:32).3 The 
argument depends upon God having worded His statement 
to convey contemporaneity. 

When Jesus challenged the Pharisees to clarify the 
identity of the Messiah, He focused upon David’s use of the 
single term “Lord” in Psalm 110:1—“If David then call him 
Lord, how is he his son?” (Matt. 22:45). His whole point 
depends upon verbal inspiration. On yet another occasion, 
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Jesus was on the verge of being stoned by angry Jews because 
He identified Himself with deity. His defense was based 
upon a single word from Psalm 82:6—“gods” (John 10:34- 
35). His whole point depends upon verbal inspiration. 
Jesus’ allusion to the “jot and tittle” constituted a tacit 

declaration of belief in verbal inspiration (Matt. 5:18). As 
Archer aptly observes: 

This indicates that not only the thought conveyed 

by Scripture, but also the individual words 

themselves, as valid vehicles of those thoughts and 

as spelled out by individual letters, are possessed 

of infallible truth and will surely find their 

fulfillment and realization.4 


The same may be said of Jesus’ quotation of Genesis 
2:24 in His discourse on divorce. Notice the wording: “Have 
you not read, that he who made them at the beginning made 
them male and female, and said...” (Matt. 19:4-5). The verse 
to which Jesus alludes occurs immediately after a statement 
made by Adam. No indication is given in the text that the 
words are a direct quote of God. In fact, the words seem to 
be more authorial or narratorial comment by Moses, the 
author of the Pentateuch. Yet Jesus attributes the words to 
God. In other words, God is the author. This passage is not 
a record of what God said; it is what God said. 

In hke manner, all of Scripture is God’s words (cf. I 
Cor. 6:16 where “he” = God). As Warfield and Hodge wrote 
back in 1881: “The Scriptures not only contain, but ARE, 
THE WORD OF GOD, and hence that all their elements and 
all their affirmations are absolutely errorless.”5 Jesus clearly 
considered Scripture to be the plenary, verbally inspired 
word of God. 

2. On the basis of this divine origin, Jesus also clearly 
demonstrated His attitude that Scripture is authoritative 
and that men are obligated to follow its precepts. When He 
described Abraham’s chat with the rich man in Hades, He 
quoted Abraham’s remark, “They have Moses and the 
prophets; let them hear them” (Luke 16:29). In so doing, He 
manifested His high regard for the authority of the Old 
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Testament as the ultimate voice and guide. 

To Jesus, Scripture was the ground of belief. He 
declared, “O fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the 
prophets have spoken” (Luke 24:25). He told the Jews, “You 
search the scriptures because in them you think you have 
eternal life...had you believed Moses, you would have believed 
me: for he wrote of me. But if you believe not his writings, 
how shall you believe my words?” (John 5:39, 46-47). Jesus 
asserted .that the Old Testament bore authoritative divine 
witness to Himself and, in so doing, bore witness to the 
authority of the Old Testament itself. 

Notice how the following instances demonstrate Jesus’ 
recognition of the authority of Scripture: 


Matt. 12:39-40—Jonah’s experience (Jonah 1:17) 
foreshadowed Jesus’ own burial: “For as 
Jonah was a sign unto the Ninevites, so 
shall also the Son of man be to this 
generation” (Luke 11:30); ~ 

Matt. 4:17ff—Jesus opposed Jewish traditions and 
scribal commentary for making void the 
word of God; 

Mark 12:10—To confirm the point of His parable, 
Jesus introduced an authoritative Scripture 
with the rhetorical query, “Have you not 
read this scripture?” 

Luke 4:21—Jesus declared Isaiah 61:1-2 to be 
applicable to those who were in His presence 
on that occasion; 

Luke 24:27,44—-Why expound the Old Testament 
Scriptures or declare the necessity of their 
fulfillment unless they are authoritative for 
His listeners? 

John 15:25—Words from’a Psalm are described as 
“law.” 


Perhaps the most striking proof that Jesus viewed 
Scripture as authoritative is the occasion where He ascribes 
legal authority to the entirety of Scripture—a view also held 
by the people (John 12:34). By maintaining that “the scripture 
cannot be broken” (John 10:34-35), Jesus was asserting that 
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its authority cannot be annulled, denied, or withstood. 
Scripture’s authority is final and irrevocable. It governs all 
of life and will be fulfilled come what may. Clearly, Jesus’ 
uniform attitude toward Scripture was one of complete trust 
and confidence in its authority.® 

3. Jesus also viewed Scripture as propositional, 
absolute, and objective. Phrases like “it is written,” “God 
said,” “through the prophets,” and “scripture says” show 
that Jesus and His apostles esteemed the Old Testament as 
divine and regarded its precepts as absolute truth. Its 
objective and absolute quality is seen in His frequent allusion 
to the Jewish writings as a unit—a well-defined sacred 
totality (Matt. 5:17-18; Luke 24:44; cf., Matt. 24:35). The 
apostles and gospel writers agreed with Jesus’ view that 
Scripture must be fulfilled (cf., Matt. 26:26; Luke 3:4; 22:37; 
John 12:38). 

Even as a boy of twelve, Jesus’ handling of Scripture 
as an objective body of truth was evident as He dazzled the 
doctors of the law with “his understanding and answers” 
(Luke 2:47). This characteristic continued throughout His 
earthly habitation. He contradicted His antagonists (e.g., 
the chief priests, scribes, and Sadducees) by declaring the 
source of religious error to be their ignorance of the Scriptures 
(Matt. 21:16; 22:29). He as much as said, “If you knew 
scripture, you wouldn’t be in error” (cf., Mark 12:24). He 
prodded the Pharisees to consult Hosea 6:6—“go and learn 
what this means” (Matt. 9:13). On the other hand, Jesus 
knew Scripture (He ought to, He wrote it!), and He used 
Scripture as the basis of objective perception. 

The propositional nature of Scripture is particularly 
apparent in Christ’s frequent use of isolated Old Testament 
statements (1.e., propositions) to prove various contentions. 
He used Psalm 110:1 to prove His lordship (Mark 12:36). He 
proved His Messianic identity and impending resurrection 
by alluding to an apparent conflation of Psalm 110:1 and - 
Daniel 7:13 (Mark 14:62). He proved His death and 
resurrection were imminent by referring to Psalm 118:22 
(Mark 12:10-22; cf., Acts 4:11). 
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Our older preachers opposed denominational doctrine 
and other forms of error by teaching, defending, and debating 
biblical truth. They fully understood that truth is objective— 
not subjective. In a day when many of our brotherhood 
“scholars” are ridiculing such belief and behavior, our 
“scholars” would do well to realize that our older preachers 
have only been emulating Jesus! No one is a true scholar 
unless he thinks and acts like our Lord! 

Virkler summarizes Jesus’ use of the Old Testament:? 

1. Jesus consistently treated the historical narratives 
as straightforward records of fact. As Wenham pointed out, 
‘It is evident that he was familiar with most of our Old 
Testament and that he treated it all equally as history.”8 

2. Jesus accepted the very narratives that modern 
critics find unacceptable. 

3. His application of the historical record was normal 
and literal rather than allegorical. 

4. He took issue with the fallacious interpretations of 
the religious leaders (e.g., Matt. 15:1-9). 

5. The scribes and Pharisees never accused Him 
of unnatural or illegitimate use of Scripture (cf., Matt. 7:28- 
29), 
6. In those cases where it seems to us He was using 
a text unnaturally, our understanding of the cultural, Hebraic 
or Aramaic idiom or thought pattern is lacking. For example, 
it was common procedure to group two or more prophecies 
together and attribute them to the most prominent prophet 
of the group (Matt. 27:9-10). Modification of the wording of 
an Old Testament quote in the New Testament is explicable 
on at least three grounds: versions at the time varied in 
their wording, the writers did not claim to be quoting 
verbatim, and paraphrasing is often a sign of mastery of the 
material. 

Jesus’ own attitude toward Scripture was sound and 
normative. Virkler concludes: “the New Testament itself lays 
the basis for the grammatical-historical method of modern 
evangelical hermeneutics.” 
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Jesus’ Use Of Scripture 

Not only does the New Testament enlighten us as to 
Christ’s attitude toward Scripture, it also gives us many 
striking samples of Jesus’ pragmatic use of Scripture in day- 
to-day life. At least three observations emerge from an 
examination of Jesus’ actual handling of Scripture. 

1. He relied very heavily upon Scripture. He quoted 
from the Old Testament frequently. He constantly reiterated 
to His disciples the profound permeation of life by the written 
words of God (e.g., Luke 24:27). He consistently affirmed the 
certainty of Scripture’s fulfillment in the world (e.g., Luke 
24:44-46). He possessed a sense of the unity of history and 
a grasp of its wide sweep (e.g., Luke 11:50-51). 

Preachers among churches of Christ were once 
distinguished by their “book, chapter, and verse” approach 
to preaching.9 This very quality was typical of Jesus’ own 
approach to life. Yet our preachers and members today are 
far more impressed by the words of Swindoll, Dobson, Stott, 
Skinner, Kierkegaard, and Barth than with the words of 
John, Jesus, Peter, Paul, and Moses. We have abandoned 
the primary sources in exchange for secondary, inferior, 
and in many cases, erroneous sources. We are now the most 
academically educated generation the church has ever 
known—yet we are the most ignorant when it comes to 
plain Bible knowledge. It’s high time we returned to a “Bible 
totin’, Scripture quotin” lifestyle. It’s high time we got back 
to emulating Jesus’ own extensive reliance upon Scripture. 

2. In addition to a heavy reliance upon Scripture 
quotation, Jesus repeatedly demonstrated incredible 
proclivity for rationality in His sharp, potent, penetrating 
use of logic and sound argumentation. His first recorded 
responsible activity consisted of logical dialogue between 
Himself and the Jewish theologians at the age of twelve! His 
logical prowess was evident not only to the doctors of the 
law, but to his parents as well (Luke 2:45-51). On the occasion 
of His baptism, He reasoned with John in order to convince 
John to go ahead and immerse Him (Matt. 3:13-15). He 
advanced a logical reason to justify the action. 
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Immediately after this incident, Jesus faced Satan in 
the desert. Satan posed three arguments, urging Christ to 
act on the basis of the erroneous reasoning which Satan set 
forth. Notice carefully the sequence of the disputation 
between the two, with special attention to Christ’s superior 
(i.e., accurate) use of logic to defeat His opponent: 


Matthew 4:1-11 


Argument #1: 
Satan: 


Jesus: 


Argument #2: 
Satan: 


Jesus: 


“If youre the Christ, Then make these 
stones into bread.” 


(offers authoritative Scripture—Deut. 8:3— 
as evidence to contradict Satan’s conclusion) 


“Man shall not live by bread alone but by 
God’s words.” 


(In other words, satisfying the legitimate 
need of hunger must never take precedence 
over the need to obey God and attend to 
spiritual needs first) 


“If you’re God’s Son, 
Then throw yourself off this pinnacle.” 


(This time Satan offers Scripture—Psm. 
91:11-12—as evidence to justify his proposal) 


(counters with additional Scripture— 
Deut. 6:16—which demonstrates Satan’s 
misapplication of Psm. 91 to the situation 
at hand) 


“It is again written, “Thou shalt not tempt 
the Lord thy God.” 


(In other words, Psm. 91, though intended 
to convey the care and concern which God 
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Argument #3: 
Satan: 


Jesus: 


manifests for the faithful, was not intended 
to apply to deliberately placing oneself in 
peril in order to force God to come to one’s 
rescue. God will take care of me, yes. But if 
I purposely walk in front of an oncoming car 
just to see if God will miraculously prevent 
my being struck—I’ll be struck! In the context 
of Deut. 6:16, God was referring to the kind 
of testing/tempting which the Israelites did 
when they murmured, grumbled, and 
challenged Moses to produce water—as if 
God was unable or unwilling. For Jesus to 
have complied with Satan’s challenge would 
have placed Jesus in the same condition as 
the weak, unbelieving Israelites who “strove” 
[chided, tempted] God—Exod. 17:2. The only 
logical response to such a challenge is the 
one which Jesus, in fact, mustered: “Don’t 
tempt God! Don’t put Him to the test since 
such indicates your own lack of faith!”) 


“If you fall down and worship me, Then I 
will give you all these kingdoms and glory.” 


(He, again for the third time, marshals 
scriptural proof to show the falsity of Satan’s 
position while reaffirming the truth) 


“Get away from me, Satan! For it is written, 
‘Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and 
him only shalt thou serve.” 


(In other words, based upon Deut. 6:13, it 
would be sinful to worship Satan or anyone 
else. God, alone, is worthy of worship) 


To summarize this interchange between Christ and 
Satan, Jesus used direct statement, account of action, and 
implication. His allusion to the behavior of the Israelites, 
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His use of direct statements from Deuteronomy, and His 
implied applications to the situation He was facing-—all 
demonstrate a hermeneutic analogous to the one generally 
operative among churches of Christ. 

This incident also provides us with a marvelous 
demonstration of Christ’s mastery of debate and logical 
disputation. The example is not an isolated instance. Jesus 
employed logic and reason throughout His earthly sojourn. 
He consistently responded to His contemporaries with 
piercing, devastating logic. He was continually besieged with 
questions and verbal tests to which He consistently displayed 
rational, reasoned response (Luke 11:53-54). Consider these 
few examples: 

The exchange with the Pharisees over eating grain 
(Matt. 12:1-9); 

The dialogue with chief priests and elders over 
authority (Matt. 21:23-27); 

The interaction with the Pharisees over taxes (Matt. 
22:15-22); 

The response to the Sadducees concerning marriage 
and the resurrection (Matt. 22:23-33); 

The argument posed to the Pharisees over the identity 
of the Messiah (Matt. 22:41-46); 

The demonstrations of healing on the Sabbath (Mark 
3:1-6; Luke 13:14-16; 14:1-6); 

The response to the lawyers concerning the source of 
His miraculous power (Luke 11:14-26); 

The answer concerning fasting (Luke 5:33-39); 

The handling of Simon’s disgruntled view of the sinful 
woman (Luke 7:36-50); 

The exchange with the Pharisees concerning His 
triumphal entry (Luke 19:39-40); 

The comments upon the occasion of His arrest (Luke 
22:47-53). 

Jesus was so sensible and rational in His discourse 
that when hard-hearted Jews declared Him to be mad or 
demon-possessed, others countered: “These are not the words 
of one who has a demon” (John 10:21). Indeed, Jesus 
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consistently provided evidence, even empirical evidence, to 
substantiate His claims (John 10:24-26, 36-38). How could 
anyone possibly question the fact of Jesus’ consistent use of 
logic and correct reasoning? He was and is the master logician 
who created the human mind to function rationally as well! 
His inspired followers were no different.10 . 

3. Closely related to Jesus’ emphasis upon logic was 
His virtually constant use of implication. Modern scholars 
are surely uncomfortable with Jesus’ use of what many have 
called “necessary inference.” Indeed, within churches of 
Christ, cries which call for an abandonment of implication 
in interpreting the Scriptures are growing louder.11 Not only 
is such thinking self-contradictory,12 it is patently foolish in 
light of Jesus’ own accurate use of implication!18 

Note a few additional instances of Jesus’ use of 
implication. In Matthew 4:1-11, every case of Jesus’ use of 
Old Testament Scripture to counter Satan’s arguments 
requires proper reasoning and drawing of correct conclusions 
implied by the explicit statements of Jesus. In Matthew 
12:1-9, Jesus implied that if the Pharisees accepted David, 
who clearly violated Old Testament law, they should have 
no problem accepting the disciples, who did not violate Old 
Testament law. In Matthew 22:41-45, in response to Jesus’ 
question, the Pharisees identified the Christ as David’s son, 
no doubt alluding to II Samuel 7:11-17. Jesus cited Psalm 
110:1 in order to encourage the Pharisees to fit two distinct 
concepts together by reasoning correctly about them and 
inferring what is clearly implied by them. Notice also that 
Psalm 110:1 in its original context refers to the supremacy 
and conquest of the Messiah over the world. But Jesus focused 
upon an implication of the passage—that the Messiah would 
be both physically descended from David and yet Lord over 
David. He implied that His Jewish hearers were refusing to 
recognize His Lordship over them. By rejecting Him, they 
were rejecting David’s Lord—the Son of God! 

Numerous other examples of Jesus’ use of implication 
and inference could be cited. However, length considerations 
forbid the prospect. Likewise, space forbids the treatment of 
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the following related matters: (1) the hermeneutical practices 
of other Bible writers (e. g., Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, 
Paul, Peter); (2) The use of Old Testament Scripture by Old 
Testament writers; and (3) the use of New Testament 
Scripture by New Testament writers. In any case, it is evident 
that Jesus Christ, the Son of God, demonstrated several 
significant hermeneutical principles in His own use of 
Scripture. He approached Scripture with the abiding 
conviction that the Old Testament is the authoritative, 
absolute, propositional, plenary, verbally inspired words of 
God. In His handling of Scripture, He relied heavily upon 
extensive Scripture quotation, proper logical reasoning, and 
the use of implication. 


Hermeneutical Principles 
In view of our Lord’s tremendous example, we turn 
now to summarize the key principles that are indispensable 
to correct hermeneutical procedure. Many Bible passages 
demand that the reader of the Bible apply simple, but 
necessary, principles of interpretation in order to arrive at 
the meaning God intended. We list the following six principles 

. as foundational. 

Principle #1. Absolute, objective truth exists and 
can be attained. The human mind can come to a knowledge 
of that truth. Many theologians today are maintaining that 
truth is subjective and relative. The “New Hermeneutic” 
people claim that a circle is set up between interpreter and 

text, each interpreting the other in an ongoing process with 
the interpreter’s presuppositions determining the meanings 
the interpreter draws from the text. But as usual, man’s 
complex theories are ridiculous in view of the simple, 
straightforward statements of Scripture. Jesus said, in John 
8:32, “You shall know the truth.” In Matthew 4:4, Jesus said 
that we human beings shall live “by every word that proceeds 
out of the mouth of God.” 

In Matthew 9:13, Jesus told the Pharisees to go and 
learn what Hosea 6:6 means. He obviously expected them to 
have the capacity to study the passage sufficiently to learn 
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the meaning that the text intended to convey. In John 7:17, 
Jesus said, “If any man wants to do His will, he shall know 
of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I speak of 
myself.” In John 6:45, Jesus said, “It is written in the 
prophets, ‘and they shall all be taught of God.’ Every man 
therefore who has heard, and has learned of the Father, 
comes to me.” Many other passages clearly declare that God 
has a body of truth that He has made available to mankind 
and He expects every person to use mental faculties and 
cognitive powers to understand that truth. 

Principle #2. In order to arrive at God’s truth, we 
must reason correctly. We must use our God-given 
rationality to think clearly, accurately, and logically in our 
treatment of Scripture. Paul said to Festus in Acts 26:25— 
“T am not mad, most noble Festus, but speak forth the words 
of truth and soberness.” In other words, Paul claimed he 
was simply stating facts that were true and sensible. II 
Timothy 2:15 speaks of “rightly dividing” or “handling aright 
the word of truth.” I Thessalonians 5:21 says we must “prove 
(or put to the test) all things; hold fast that which is good.” 
The Bereans were described as noble because they “searched 
the scriptures daily, whether those things were so” (Acts 
17:11). Paul said in I Timothy 1:8, “We know that the law 
is good, if a man use it lawfully.” These passages teach that 
we both can and must ascertain the correct meaning of 
Scripture through the proper exercise of our reasoning 
powers. 

Principle #3. The task of learning what God wants us 
to know requires considerable effort. We must be willing to 
expend the time and trouble to carefully, prayerfully, and 
diligently analyze and examine God’s words. Paul said the 
process takes “diligence” (II Tim. 2:15). The Bereans applied 
themselves to the task “daily” (Acts 17:11). Moses described 
the task as requiring constant, consistent attention (Deut. 
6:6-9). Most are simply too busy or unwilling to expend the - 
effort. But the Bible makes clear that if we wish to understand 
God’s will for our lives, arduous effort is essential to ascertain 
that will. 
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Principle #4. A fourth hermeneutical principle found 
in the Bible is that we must recognize that there are 
incorrect interpretations. False teachers do exist who 
misrepresent God’s word and deceive people with incorrect 
interpretations. Paul spoke of the potential for “handling 
the word of God deceitfully” (II Cor. 4:2). He warned the 
Ephesian elders that some would “arise speaking perverse 
things, to draw away disciples after them” (Acts 20:30). He 
spoke of those who were trying to pervert the gospel of 
Christ (Gal. 1:7). Some people are “ever learning, and never 
able to come to the knowledge of the truth” because they 
“resist the truth” (II Tim. 3:7-8). 

John warned that we must “believe not every spirit, 
but try the spirits whether they are of God: Because many 
false prophets are gone out into the world” (I John 4:1). 
Peter labeled some as “unlearned and unstable” and accused 
them of “wresting” or distorting the Scriptures “to their own 
destruction” (II Peter 3:16). Peter also warned, “There were 
false prophets also among the people, even as there shall be 
false teachers among you, who secretly shall bring in 
destructive heresies...” (II Peter 2:1). Jesus himself said, 
“Beware of false prophets, which come to you in sheep’s 
‘clothing, but inwardly they are ravening wolves” (Matt. 7:15). 
So it is clear that the New Testament warns of false 
interpretations and misrepresentations of God’s word. In 
God’s sight, there is only the truth on the one hand, and 
then there are various departures from that truth on the 
other hand. 

Principle #5. The Bible also teaches that the 
interpreter must remain within the framework of 
Scripture, neither adding to nor subtracting from the written 
revelation. Moses declared in the long ago, “You shall not 
add to the word which I command you, neither shall you 
diminish ought from it, that you may keep the 
commandments of the Lord your God which I command you” 
(Deut. 4:2; 12:32). Solomon said, “Every word of God is 
pure...add not to His words, lest He reprove you, and you be 
found a liar” (Prov. 30:5-6). To the Corinthians, Paul warned: 
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“Do not go beyond the things that are written” (I Cor. 4:6); 
and to the Galatians he wrote: “I marvel that you are so 
soon removed from Him that called you into the grace of 
Christ into another gospel: which is not another gospel; but 
there be some that trouble you, and would pervert the gospel 
of Christ. But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach 
any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached 
unto you, let him be accursed” (Gal. 1:6-8). 

John was equally stringent when he wrote “Whoever 
transgresses and does not abide in the doctrine of Christ 
does not have God” (II John 9). He later wrote concerning 
the book of Revelation: “For I testify to everyone who hears 
the words of the prophesy of this book: if anyone adds to 
these things, God will add to him the plagues that are written 
in this book; and if anyone takes away from the words of the 
book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part from the 
Book of Life” (Rev. 22:18-19). These passages make clear 
that God has defined the parameters of moral, spiritual, and 
religious truth for humanity. He expects us to confine 
ourselves in our thinking and practice to His instructions. 
(See Chapter 40). 

Remaining within the framework of Scripture requires 
a proper recognition of the role of the “silence” of the 
Scriptures. A misunderstanding occurs in two ways: (1) some 
reason that if the Bible is silent concerning a particular 
practice (and therefore does not explicitly condemn it), they 
are free to engage in that practice; (2) others reason that if 
the Bible does not mention a practice, then they are not free 
to engage in that practice. But neither of these viewpoints 
account adequately for the biblical picture. The Bible may 
not expressly mention a given item, and yet authorize its 
use. 

For example, the Scriptures do not specifically allude 
to a church building. Yet the command to assemble in 
Hebrews 10:25 implies and authorizes an assembling place. 
The silence of the Scriptures on this particular point therefore 
is permissive. On the other hand, the Scriptures no where 
forbid injecting heroin into our veins. However, principles 
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are given which imply that such would be wrong. Scriptural 
silence is therefore restrictive in this case. With diligent and 
honest study, we can settle every question of authority. 
Principle #6. That brings us to a sixth principle for 
understanding the Bible. We must have the right mindset, 
the right attitude, a genuine desire to know the will of God 
and an honest heart to accept the truth no matter how 
difficult the demands of that truth might be. Jesus said the 
blessed individual is the one who “hungers and thirsts after 
righteousness” (Matt. 5:6). Paul speaks of possessing a “love 
of the truth” (II Thess. 2:10). Luke said the Bereans were to 
be commended because they possessed a “ready mind” (Acts 
17:11) which means they were eager to learn the word of 
God and know God’s will for their lives. Jesus stated that 
the person whose life becomes spiritually productive is the 
one who hears the word with “an honest and good heart” 
(Luke 8:15). These passages make clear that we cannot go 
to Scripture with the ulterior motive of getting our way or 
proving our position. We must be eager to learn from 
Scripture what the Lord intended for us to learn. 


Part III Summary 

This extremely brief discussion of correct hermeneutical 
procedure is certainly not intended to be complete. But it 
shows how simple the Bible presents itself in terms of 
principles by which its truth may be ascertained. We can 
transcend our prejudices and presuppositions sufficiently to 
arrive at God’s truth—if we genuinely wish to. There is 
simply no such thing as “my interpretation” and “your 
interpretation.” There is only God’s interpretation. There is 
only God’s meaning—and with diligent, rational study, we 
can arrive at the truth on any subject that is vital to our 
spiritual well-being. 

Rather than shrug off the conflicting views and positions 
on various subjects (like baptism, music in worship, miracles, 
how many churches may exist with God’s approval, etc.), 
rather than dismiss religious differences as hopeless, 
unresolvable, and irrelevant—we must be about the business 
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of studying and searching God’s book, cautiously refraining 
from misinterpreting and misusing Scripture. If we will give 
diligent and careful attention to the task with an honest 
heart, receptive to the truth, we can be certain of our ability 
to come to the knowledge of God’s will. We can be prepared, 
as Jesus said in John 12:48, to stand before God at the 
judgment and be judged by His words. 

We simply have no need for a “new hermeneutic.” The 
“new hermeneutic” is simply a ploy—a mechanism—by which 
those desiring change in the church may achieve their 
objectives. We must not fall prey to the attempt to ensnare 
us and divert us from the simplicity of Bible teaching. 
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Part IV 


Chapter 18 


THE ASSAULT ON WorRSHIP 


uch of the change being promoted among churches of 

Christ centers on worship, especially the Sunday 
morning worship assembly of the church. These changes 
include the areas of church music, lifting up hands, 
handclapping, drama, female 
leadership, observing religious 
holidays, dedicating babies, the 

what You Lord’s Supper, Sunday night cluster 
do not know groups and childrens’ worship, 
ere oiice preaching style and worship 

(John 4:22) environment. Each of these items 
will be addressed in subsequent 
chapters. One can see that a primary objective of the change 
agents is to renovate and restructure the worship practices 
of the church. 

But what does the Bible say regarding acceptable 
' worship? What is God’s will on the matter? Does God require 
strict conformity to worship instructions? Does the New 
Testament contain laws or commands pertaining to 
worship? The New Testament begins and ends with worship. 
In Matthew 4:10, Jesus told Satan, “You shall worship the 
Lord your God, and Him only you shall serve.” In Revelation 
22:9, the angel admonished John to “worship God.” At least 
four kinds of worship are alluded to in the New Testament: 
(1) ignorant worship (Acts 17:23); (2) vain worship (Matt. 
15:9); (3) will worship (Col. 2:23); and (4) spiritual worship 
(Rom. 12:2; John 4:24). 

Inherent in each of these kinds of worship is the 
principle of authority. Worship is either right or wrong 
depending upon God’s will. The only right worship is that 
which is authorized by God. Jesus emphasized the 
necessity of uniformity and conformity for all worshippers in 


“You worship 
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John 4:23-24— 
But the hour is coming, and now is, when the true 
worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and 
truth; for the Father is seeking such to worship 
Him. God is Spirit, and those who worship Him 
must worship in spirit and truth. 


Correct worship necessarily possesses the proper 
audience—God. John 4:23—“true worshippers shall worship 
the Father’; “for the Father seeketh such to worship him.” 
In Ephesians 5:19-20, worship in song is directed “to the 
Lord” and “giving thanks” is “unto God.” 

Correct worship also possesses the proper attitude by 
being conducted “in spirit.” This phrase is referring to the 
disposition of the heart and mind. The worshipper must 
genuinely engage his spirit in the worship activity. He must 
be mentally and emotionally involved. He must have an 
humble, attentive mindset. Both Ephesians 5:19 and 
Colossians 3:16 say singing must be done “in your heart.” 
I Corinthians 14:15 says, “I will sing with the spirit 
and...with the understanding.” The Psalmist said, “I was 
glad when they said to me, Let us go into the house of the 
Lord” (Psm, 122:1). We are to worship God “acceptably with 
reverence and godly fear (awe)” (Heb. 12:28). 

Once you have the correct actions in place for worship, 
where the real effort comes in is in keeping your heart and 
mind focused on what you are doing. Worship “in spirit” 
takes work—real effort! It takes mental and physical 
preparation. Unfortunately, the current climate in the church 
tends to treat worship as a time for entertaining the 
worshipper and catering to the worshipper’s wants. 
Consequently, worshippers have lost the deep, reverent 
mindset that approaches the worship assembly with a strong 
sense of respect and cautious intention to please God. 

This lax attitude is especially evident in the change 
that has come over many congregations with regard to dress. 
Much of the casual clothing worn in local church assemblies 
is a direct manifestation of a casual attitude toward worship. 
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Worshippers are wearing casual clothing that they would 
not think of wearing for a wedding, a funeral, the theater 
or even jury duty. Dress in current American culture is 
generally more casual than preceding generations in keeping 
with the breakdown of discipline and self-control. Dress 
unquestionably reflects attitude and can also create attitude. 
Just ask the military! 

In addition to the proper audience and the proper 
attitude, correct worship requires the proper actions. 
Worship must be “in truth.” For example, I Corinthians 
14:40 says actions in the worship assembly must be done 
“decently and in order” while Hebrews 12:28 says worship 
must be done “acceptably.” The current assault on worship 
includes an attempt to dodge the clear import of the 
expression “in truth.” Some say that worshipping “in truth” 
does not refer to worshipping according to divine instruction. 
It is argued that the phrase “in spirit and in truth” is simply 
a Hebraism meaning to worship sincerely and devotedly. It 
seems that there is no end to those who search diligently for 
“some new thing” (Acts 17:21) with which to hamper a simple 
understanding of the truth. 

What do Greek authorities have to say about this 
’ matter? Thayer cites John 4:23 as an example of “truth” 
being used objectively to refer to “What is true in any 
matter under consideration.” Specifically, according to 
Thayer, “in truth” in this passage means “as accords with 
the divine nature.” Among other passages, he cites Matthew 
22:16 and Colossians 1:16 as comparable uses in which the 
meaning is unmistakably that which is scripturally accurate, 
divinely authorized and objectively correct. 

Arndt and Gingrich list the use of “truth” in John 4:23ff 
under the meaning “the content of Christianity as the 
absolute truth.” Its use parallels the use in John 17:17— 
“God’s word is truth,” John 16:13—“The Spirit leads into 
truth,” and John 3:21—“he does the truth.”2 Hence, again, 
worshipping “in truth” refers to worshipping according to 
the instructions of God. 

Rudolph Bultmann’s article on “aletheia” in Kittel 


183 


treats the matter so as to coincide with Thayer and Arndt 
and Gingrich. He notes that “truth” in John 8:32 refers to 
“not knowledge generally, but the knowledge of revelation.” 
He states, “We are to understand (John 4:238ff)...along the 
same lines.” Elaborating on this point, he notes: 

...such worship can take place only as determined 

by the revelation accomplished in Jesus (v. 25f), 

and consequently as determined by the Revealer 

who is the only way of access to God.3 


So “truth” entails revelation which entails right doctrine. 
A.C. Thiselton, in Colin Brown’s Dictionary of New 
Testament Theology, states: 


Those who worship God in spirit and in truth 
(4:23,24) are not those who worship in sincerity 
and inwardness. The Samaritans are not criticized 
for lacking sincerity. True worship is that which 
accords with reality, which men grasp on the basis 
of revelation.4 


God’s View of This Matter 

Of course our understanding of God’s view of this matter 
is not dependent upon Greek scholars. God has always 
required that man approach him “in truth,” i.e., according 
to the divine directives which He revealed to man. The only 
worship that has ever been acceptable to God has been that 
worship which has been undertaken with (1) a proper 
attitude, frame of mind, and disposition conducive to 
spirituality, and (2) faithfulness to the specific items which 
God pinpointed as the proper external acts to be performed. 
God has never accepted one without the other. But He has 
always required both. 

God has always required essentially two facets of 
response to His will: the right action with the right attitude. 
Notice the following chart of Scriptures: 


PASSAGE ATTITUDE ACTION 

John 4:24 spirit truth 

Josh. 24:14 sincerity truth 

Eccl. 12:13 fear God keep commands 
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Acts 10:35 fear Him work righteous 


James 2:17 faith works 

I John 3:18 word & tongue deed & truth 
Deut. 10:12-13 fear/love—heart walk/ways 
Romans 1:9 with my spirit in the gospel 


To emphasize one dimension of obedience over the other is 
to hamper one’s acceptance by God. Bible history is replete 
with instances of those who possessed one without the other 
and were unacceptable to God. The Pharisees (Matt. 23:3), 
Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:2-4), and the people of Amos’ 
day (Amos 5:21-24) engaged in the external forms, but were 
unacceptable because of their insincerity. Paul (Acts 22:3; 
23:1), Cornelius (Acts 10:1-2), and Uzzah (II Sam. 6:6) all 
demonstrated genuine motives, but were unacceptable to 
God because of their failure to observe the right forms. 

Think for a moment of the many in biblical history who 
failed to approach God “in truth,” that is, they approached 
God, but did so without sufficient attention to complying 
with the details and guidelines which God had articulated. 
Adam and Eve, regardless of the condition of their attitude, 
were condemned by God for the external act of eating the 
_ forbidden fruit (Gen. 2:17; 3:11). Likewise, Nadab and Abihu 
(Lev. 10:1-3), the Sabbath breaker (Num. 15:32-36), Moses 
(Num. 20:11,12), Achan (Josh. 7), Saul (I Sam. 13:13,14; 
15:19-23), Uzzah CII Sam. 6:1-7; I Chron. 15:12,13), King 
Uzziah (II Chron. 26:16-18), and Ezra’s contemporaries (Ezra 
10)—all experienced the displeasure of God for their deviation 
from divine directions. 

God has not changed in His insistence upon man’s 
loving obedience to his instructions (John 14:15; 15:14; I 
John 5:3). The Old Testament was written, among other 
reasons, in order for Christians to learn from the example 
of those who departed from God’s way (Rom. 15:4; I Cor. 
10:11). New Testament faith, the kind of faith that Christians 
must possess if they wish to be pleasing and acceptable to 
God, is obedient trust—trust that conforms to God’s will 
(Heb. 11; James 2). 
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The psalmist understood that God’s truth consisted of 
God’s written words (Psm. 119:30,43,142,151,160). So did 
Jesus when He said, “Thy word is truth,” and declared that 
the basis of judgment would be the words which He spoke 
(John 17:17; 12:47,48). Worshipping God “in truth” is 
equivalent to “doing truth,” which entails “deeds” or external 
actions which are prescribed by God (John 3:19-21; cf., loving 
“in truth” in I John 3:18). When Jesus taught the way of God 
“in truth” (Matt. 22:16), He related information that 
accurately represented God’s will. When the Colossians heard 
“the word of the truth of the gospel” (Col. 1:5), they heard 
the specific tenets, doctrines, requirements, and teachings 
to which they had to conform their lives. 


Current Worship Tendencies 

Some churches of Christ are operating on the basis of 
inappropriate, unbiblical objectives and goals in worship. 
Some churches have “worship committees” or “praise teams” 
who apparently have no clue as to what their real 
responsibility is: to plan and structure worship so that the 
focus is on God—not the worshipper. In keeping with the 
tone and tenor of our entertainment crazed culture, some in 
the church feel that worship ought to be entertaining—though 
they may not come out and describe their sentiments in this 
way. They go to great lengths to stimulate the tastes and 
desires of the audience—which is a tacit admission that the 
focus is on the people. Can you imagine first century 
Christians going to such lengths to stimulate the crowd? 
Can you imagine them manipulating the lighting in the 
catacomb? Or perhaps placing a choir group behind a rock 
so that their singing could echo through the death chamber 
in an eery, chilling fashion? 

Folks, can’t we see that entertaining ourselves, 
satisfying our own needs, reviving our interest to escape our 
own boredom, and attempting to attract others with these 
manmade lures—are all simply unbiblical, cheap, inferior 
substitutes for simple, unpretentious, meaningful, spiritual 
worship? In church music, I fear we have spent too much 
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time in the brotherhood trying to sound good to ourselves 
instead of sounding good to God, i.e., focusing on Him and 
His wishes. Sounding good to God has nothing to do with the 
way we sound since, if the externals are in place, God looks 
on the heart (I Sam. 16:7). 

Instead of attempting to renovate worship for our own 
benefit, what we need to do is cultivate our appetites for 
pure, New Testament worship. When I was a child, I didn’t 
enjoy the worship assembly. Do you remember your mother 
insisting that you eat your vegetables? Her rationale was 
(1) they’re good for you and (2) you must learn to like them. 
Our culture is losing all of these sage bits of wisdom and 
insightful truths about life and human existence and moral 
value. Like virtually everything of value in life, one must 
grow, cultivate and develop one’s involvement in life’s 
activities. 

Very few worthwhile endeavors in this world come 
naturally. You’ve got to work, sweat and suffer if your activity 
is going to be worth anything. Moving forward from childhood, 
both physical and spiritual appetites have to be matured. 
The individual must be taught (even made) to stick with it. 
You have to keep eating carrots and spinach to learn to like 
‘ them. The unpleasantness is worthwhile because vegetables 
enable the body to receive proper nutrients and nourishment. 

So it is in the spiritual realm. We need to stick with 
the simple worship behaviors dictated in Scripture. We need 
to learn to like them—because they’re good for us. If we 
resist them, and look for new and exciting ways to worship, 
we are merely showing the same immaturity, the same 
childish rebellion that children show toward physical foods. © 
In fact, the innovations that are causing such a stir in the 
brotherhood are equivalent to the candy and soda that 
children prefer over eating their vegetables. To change the 
metaphor, they are pacifiers that spiritual infants need to 
keep them content. In biblical terminology, they are “will 
worship” (Col. 2:23).® 

We are living at a time in which change, discontent, 
and restlessness are rampant. People tire very easily of the 
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same old thing and quickly look for a replacement. This 
phenomenon is true of the cars we drive, the mates we 
marry, and the houses we live in. But Christians ought not 
to be so susceptible to cultural currents and human 
inclinations. We need to “keep our wits about us.” People 
who divorce their mates when things become a little difficult, 
people who jump from one house to another or one car to 
another or one job to another, have an attitude problem. 
They have an internal problem that does not go away after 
they make a change in their external surroundings. 

So it is in the church. If worship has become boring 
and unmeaningful to a member, so much so that he feels the 
need to change churches or liven up the worship assembly 
with theatrics, he has a spiritual, internal problem—a heart 
problem. His restless discontent is more of a reflection of his 
own spiritual condition than the status of the worship 
assembly. Blue Bell ice cream, Coca-Cola, and Big Macs all 
share in common the fact that you want them to stay the 
same. You expect them to taste the same—every single time 
you take a bite! 

Repetitiveness and sameness are, therefore, not 
inherently bad. God has enjoined repetition and lack of 
change in many areas and expects us to keep it that way. 
Your mate expects the same! Shame on the man who puts 
away the wife of his youth because she is getting old and 
she’s the same woman he married twenty or thirty years 
ago. Likewise, shame on the Christian who puts away the 
simple worship of the New Testament church because it’s 
the same old thing. Just because an action is the same and 
predictable, that action need not necessarily be boring. That 
depends upon the attitude of the individual. 

When we came up out of the waters of baptism and 
sang “O Happy Day” or “Tis’ so sweet to trust in Jesus, just 
in simple faith to plunge me ‘neath the healing, cleansing 
flood”—were we thrilled and excited? Who has changed? 
Manipulating external gadgets and gimmicry will not revive 
a genuine, heartfelt attitude of worship. We must change 
our own heart—melt it, soften it, prick it. We have a heart 
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problem and it’s up to us to change that heart (i.e., repent). 

Our worship toward God ought to be like His mercies 
and compassions toward us—“they are new every morning” 
(Lam. 3:23). If we want our needs met, if we really want to 
achieve personal contentment and satisfaction, the only 
bonifide, surefire way to do so is to conform to God’s will. 


Conclusion 

The voices of antinomianism are gradually growing 
louder. Worship has come under the attack of the change 
agents. We must not fall prey to these voices and succumb 
to the perennial problem of humankind: resistance to the 
instructions of God and an attempt to soften and obscure the 
clear call from God to render obedience to His directions. As 
we examine the specific items of change in subsequent 
chapters, the reader is encouraged to keep in mind the simple 
truths regarding acceptable worship. God help us to worship 
Him out of hearts that are filled with sincerity and 
earnestness. Likewise, may God help us to worship Him in 
accordance with His revealed will! 
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occurs only in the New Testament and only three times (Mark 
14:36; Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6). It is argued that “Abba” is equivalent 
to the English term “Daddy” and so it would be appropriate to 
address God as “Daddy.” 
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before the first century, “Abba” underwent what Otfried Hofius 
called “a considerable extension of meaning:” 


It came to replace not only the older form of address 
common to biblical Heb. and Aram., ‘abi, my father, but 
also the Aram. descriptive terms for “the father’ and “my 
father”.... The effect of this widening of meaning was 
that the word ‘abba’ as a form of address to one’s father 
was no longer restricted to children, but also used by 
adult sons and daughters. The childish character of the 
word (“daddy”) thus receded, and ‘abba’ acquired the 
warm, familiar ring which we may feel in such an 
expression as “dear father” (Hofius, New International, 
p. 614). 


This analysis helps to explain why translators and commentators 
uniformly recommend representing “Abba” by the use of the English 
term “Father’—not “Daddy” (e.g., Arndt and Gingrich, Lexicon, p. 
1; Thayer, Lexicon, p. 1). 

While our English term “Daddy” carries the same idea of warm 
and tender affection that “Abba” carried, it nevertheless carries 
additional baggage beyond the biblical meaning of “Abba.” “Daddy” 
is preferred by change agents because it coincides with their shift 
away from meaning and away from the pressure of compliance with 
biblical worship injunctions. Referring in prayer to God as “Daddy” 
facilitates the effort to create a sense of spiritual authenticity that 
enables the individual to feel secure. It reduces God to a more 
casual, “buddy” level that allows the worshipper to feel less confined 
and less restricted. 

On the other hand, “Dear Father” captures the essence of “Abba” 
by retaining the intimacy and warmth which the word connoted 
without introducing the additional shades of meaning inherent in 
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our English term “Daddy.” Used to refer to God, “Daddy” carries 
overtones that border on irreverence and disrespect. These overtones 
recast the worshipper into the role of an immature adolescent, 
stripping the adult of his or her sense of personal responsibility. It 
is not coincidental that babyboomers tend to be part of a generation 
of spoiled children who seem to need the affection and reassurance 
from a parent figure to give them a sense of security. 


6 e.g., Lynn Anderson, ed., In Search of Wonder (West 
Monroe, LA: Howard Publishing Co., 1995). 
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Chapter 19 


NEw PREACHING STYLE 


12 light of the attack on worship, in our examination of the 
specifics of change, we turn first to items related to the 
regular worship assembly of the church. Of the fourteen 
items identified in Part IV, ten have to do with worship. The 
worship service is unquestionably the primary target of the 
agents of change. 

The first striking change that has come over the church, 
slowly developing and emerging over 
the last thirty years, is a new style “CFor we do not 
of preaching. Scripture used to be 
the sum and substance of our 
sermon material. We used to but Christ Gesus 
literally drench our preaching with the Lord’ 
Bible. Our preaching was easily 
identifiable for its sober logic and 
good sense—like Paul’s (Acts 26:25). 
That’s no longer the case in many sectors of our brotherhood. 
Our young men and many of our discontented older men 
have gone off to worldly schools or gone down to the corner 
religious bookstore and bought denominational books and 
handbooks of theology, absorbed all they could hold, and 
loved it! Now our preaching is dominated by psychology and 
man’s fallible perceptions of his own needs. Our educational 
and preaching materials are riddled with humanistic 
philosophy. 

Now our preaching focuses more upon the preacher 
than the message. Where once the “big names” in the 
brotherhood were popular and known because of the 
sharpness, depth, and scripturalness of their preaching, now 
speakers are popular and known because of their charisma, 
pleasing personality and dynamic delivery. Their ability to 
entertain, excite and dazzle makes them popular speakers 


preach ourselves, 


—Paul the Apostle 
(II Cor. 4:5) 
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around the brotherhood. 

This new breed of preachers are masters at endearing 
themselves to the congregation rather than endearing the 
congregation to Jesus and the word of God. Biblical substance 
has been replaced by emotional stimulation under the guise 
of “spirituality” and “love.” The denominations have always 
gravitated toward and focused upon their preacher. But 
churches of Christ have always centered upon Christ, his 
church, and the truth. We are selling out to the denominations 
and opting for their approach. 

The same change came over preaching style in the last 
century as the church moved toward digression and division. 
The old style was appealing for its good sense, Scripture and 
logic.t The new style of preaching entailed “showmanship” 
and sought to be “entertaining,” “animated” and “more 
exciting.” It was dominated by anecdotes, incidents and 
numerous references to the preacher’s own personal life.2 
The new style amounted to a reduction in allusions to biblical 
texts and the elimination of depth in textual study. When 
Scripture was referred to, it was often out of context and 
simply a cover for launching off into what the preacher 
wanted to discuss apart from anything the Bible may have 
had to say about it. The underlying, covert purpose of 
preaching was more to “superinduce an excitement.”2 


The “Felt-Needs” Fallacy 

The new style of preaching and the change in sermon 
content has occurred largely as the result of the preoccupation 
with numerical growth discussed in Chapter 7. The desire 
to attract people is accompanied by the insistence that 
preaching must be adjusted and adapted to culture. Many 
denominational preachers in history have extolled the virtue 
of molding preaching around the “felt needs” of the audience. 
By “felt needs” it is meant that the listener possesses specific 
perceptions of what he needs, desires, or wants. The preacher 
is therefore encouraged to ascertain where the hearer is, 
what his concerns are at that moment in life, and what he 
is experiencing. Such “homework” is calculated to provide 
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the preacher with the substance of his sermon content, 
thereby maximizing the likelihood of generating a positive 
response to his preaching. Consequently, his sermons are 
filled with the latest, popular concerns of the day (e.g., 
cancer, loneliness, old age, stress, feeling good about self, 
etc.). 

Notice that this approach, by definition, permits man 
to set the agenda for topics of discussion. But if Bible history 
shows us anything, it shows us that “it is not in man who 
walks to direct his own steps” (Jer. 10:23; cf., Prov. 14:12; 
20:24; I Cor. 1:25). What men often yearn for, clamor for, beg 
for, hunger for, and even pray for is not what they actually 
and truly need (James 4:3; cf., Gen. 3:6; 13:10-11; II Kings 
20:1-3). Only God knows what is, in reality, good for man. 
Only God really knows what man needs. We must permit 
Him to set the agenda for preaching. We must look to Him 
for the true ultimate concerns of human existence. 

We humans tend selfishly to focus on our own desires, 
wants, and perceived needs. Historically, humanity has “spun 
its wheels” talking about everything under the sun except 
those things which are central to what really matters and 
what humanity has really needed. We often become 
sidetracked and diverted in order to avoid the crux of the 
matter—our need to obey God. When Saul wanted to talk 
about sacrifice, he needed to be talking about obedience 
(I Sam. 15). When Cain wished to debate the relative merits 
of the “brother’s keeper” philosophy, he needed to be facing 
up to the sin of murder and his defiant attitude toward God 
(Gen. 4:9-10). When the Pharisees wanted to talk about the 
religious ritual of “corban,” Jesus focused upon the true 
issue—genuine acceptance of biblical responsibilities (Mark 
7:9-13). 

Biblical preaching—preaching that centers on and 
majors in what God says are man’s needs rather than upon 
what the latest “scientific,” “sociological,” or “psychological” 
research dictates as “modern man’s felt needs”—likely will 
not be popular, “up-to-date,” pleasing, nor always interesting. 
It certainly will not bring in the big numbers that naturally 
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result from the kind of preachers and preaching that give 
people what they want and think they need (Isa. 30:10; 
I Kings 22:13-14; Num. 22:15-18; Amos 7:10-13; II Tim. 4:3- 
4; I Peter 3:20; Luke 13:23-24; John 6:66; Matt. 22:14). But 
Bible-centered preaching will please God (our only ultimate 
concern—cf., I Cor. 6:20; 10:31; I Peter 4:11; Col. 3:17). Bible 
preaching will genuinely fulfill those who will accept it. 
Such preaching will supply all their needs (Deut. 8:1-9; Psm. 
119:143-144,165; Matt. 6:33; John 8:32; Eph. 4:15-16; II Tim. 
3:16-17). 

Rather than spending so much time and money 
expounding the latest themes of the religious world, the 
great need today and in all generations is the simple, 
straightforward proclamation of the Bible—lengthy sections 
of Scripture, all sixty-six books. Rather than emphasizing 
and majoring in the modern, “ear-tickling” (II Tim. 4:8) fads 
of today and feeding people what they want, we need to give 
people what they truly need—a broad, balanced exposure to 
“all the counsel of God” (Acts 20:27). We need to get away 
from man’s wisdom concerning what to preach and get back 
to God’s wisdom (I Cor. 1:20-21) presented without fear or 
favor. 

All of this is not to say that we must be insensitive to 
the makeup and background of our audience (cf., I Cor. 9:19- 
22) or unwilling to adapt to the peculiar features of a given 
preaching occasion. However, we have no authority to tamper 
with the subject matter or substance of the message if we 
wish to remain faithful as God’s heralds. We err grievously 
when we succumb to the subtle temptation to formulate 
preaching content in keeping with the audience’s own 
personal wants and desires. We must pursue the propagation 
of the Christian religion in keeping with the content “once 
for all delivered” (Jude 3), fully confident that if our hearers 
will ingest those divine truths, their “felt needs” will, indeed, 
be met. They will be made strong, established, and well- 
equipped to weather the storms of life without the quick-fix 
lures of men (Acts 20:32; Rom. 16:25; Col. 2:7). 
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Balanced Preaching 

When we abandon the numerous preaching manuals of 
men and return to THE one and only authority for 
understanding biblical homiletics, we are struck with awe 
that the contrast could be so blatant. One example of this 
contrast is seen in the fact that some say the preacher should 
never under any circumstances offend or create division by 
his life or teaching. Granted, some preachers may 
inappropriately do so. On the other hand, the preacher who 
is patterning his life and teaching after Jesus will inevitably 
do so. 

In Jesus’ case, “there was much murmuring among the 
people concerning him” (John 7:12). Time and time again, 
Jesus’ doctrine and bold actions stirred up division: “So there 
was a division among the people because of him” (John 7:48; 
cf., John 10:19; I Cor. 11:19). The prevailing mood in the 
church of today is “peace at all costs,” “smooth it over” and 
“whatever you do, don’t create division.” No one wants 
division for division’s sake. But we’ve missed an extremely 
important element of biblical religion if we fail to hear the 
words of our Master when He declared: “Do you suppose 
that I came to give peace on earth? I tell you, not at all, but 
rather division” (Luke 12:51). 

Another contrast between Bible preaching and human 
ideas about preaching is seen among our more sophisticated 
brethren who suggest that it is inappropriate for the preacher 
to “call names” or speak too directly about a false doctrine, 
false teacher or false church. The “reasoning” behind this 
viewpoint suggests that such an approach only serves to 
alienate people. Granted, human discretion needs to be 
exercised to avoid unnecessary antagonism. But does this 
premise, in fact, have biblical support? 

If so, how do we account for the fact that both John the 
Immerser and Jesus labeled contemporaries with rather 
direct names (e.g., “brood of vipers,” “fools,” “blind guides,” . 
“hypocrites,” “child of hell,” “serpents,” “of your father the 
devil”—Matt. 3:7; 12:34; 23:15-17,33; John 8:44)? How do 
we account for the fact that Paul publicly called individuals 
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down—by name—for their misdeeds (e.g., Demas, 
Hymenaeus, Alexander, Philetus, Peter, Alexander the 
Coppersmith—Gal. 2:11-14; I Tim. 1:20; II Tim. 2:17-18; 
4:10, 14)? Why did John call Diotrephes’ name (III John 
9,10)? Why did John come right out and call the name of 
a false religious group (Rev. 2:6,15)? Publicly pinpointing 
people, groups, and doctrines is a biblical, Christlike activity 
if undertaken properly. 

One also hears a lot these days about the need to have 
“balanced preaching.” What is often meant by this admonition 
is that the preacher should refrain from being “negative.” 
Granted, we should “speak the truth in love” (Eph. 4:15). 
Our approach to life and preaching should not be dominated 
by a harsh, critical, unkind demeanor (Gal. 6:1; Col. 4:6; 
I Thess. 2:7; II Tim. 2:24-25). But the Bible repeatedly 
intimates that the human mind is in frequent need of 
correction and discipline—that which is negative. The 
inspired preacher Jeremiah was told that his task consisted 
of six activities: to root out, pull down, destroy, throw down, 
build, and plant (Jer. 1:10). Notice that four out of six are 
negative behaviors. When queried by the rich young man 
concerning eternal life, Jesus delineated six commands, four 
of which were negative (Matt. 19:16-19). When Paul told 
' Timothy what the New Testament preacher’s task entailed, 
he summarized: “reprove, rebuke, exhort” (II Tim. 4:2). Two 
of the three are negative. 

The conclusion is hard for many to accept: biblical 
preaching—preaching that is balanced—is divisive, offensive, 
and often negative. God’s proclaimed truth is like a hammer 
that breaks rocks in pieces (Jer. 23:29). To many, it is 
foolishness (I Cor. 1:18). Their hard hearts are offended by 
it (Matt. 15:12-14). But we must recognize that its divisive, 
negative qualities are accentuated only in the mind of the 
disobedient (Acts 7:51). To those who will receive it with 
humility, it will save their souls (James 1:21)! 


Book, Chapter, and Verse 
Another facet of the new style of preaching is the 
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insistence that the explicit citation of Bible book, chapter 
and verse in pulpit proclamation is somehow unsophisticated, 
ineffective, or inappropriate. With this emerging mentality 
has come a dramatic reduction in both the amount of 
Scripture incorporated into the sermon and the extent to 
which the sermon’s subject matter is derived directly from 
biblical texts. Many preachers now pad their sermons with 
appeals to modern “experts” in theology, psychology and 
sociology. They pride themselves in staying abreast of the 
“latest thought” available from the academic community and 
draw freely from this body of information as source material. 
We have “set ourselves up” for an extremely dangerous and 
spiritually destructive circumstance which historically has 
heralded the decline of God’s spiritual nation (e.g., Deut. 
6:6-9; Josh. 1:8; Psm. 1:2; Hosea 4:6). 

Please consider why gospel preachers ought to provide 
their listeners with direct scriptural citations: 

1. Such a practice helps hearers learn the Bible. 
Countless are the times that one’s grasp of the content and 
structure of the Bible is facilitated by knowing precisely 
where a particular doctrine, principle, or truth is taught in 
Scripture. One learns and memorizes passages by reading 
and meditating for one’s self (Acts 17:11; Luke 16:29; I Tim. 
4:13). 

2. Quoting Scripture and requiring direct citation 
minimizes the tendency to make vague allusion to Scripture 
and, in so doing, to fail to take into consideration context. 
Error is often undetectable when disguised in the garb of a 
few familiar sounding biblical words or phrases severed from 
their original context. Even when inspired writers refrained 
from giving a specific Old Testament source, they were careful 
to quote the passage verbatim (cf., Heb. 2:6ff; 4:4-7; 5:6). 
Doctrinal deceptions are constantly being foisted upon the 
simple and innocent (Rom. 16:18) by the denominations and 
false brethren as they evade decisive and definitive contextual 
support for their erroneous religious views. Many 
disagreements and misconceptions would be settled and 
clarified if individuals did not justify their religious views by 
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saying, “Somewhere in the Bible it says...” 

3. Direct Scripture citation encourages a persistent 
reaffirmation of the authority and priority of God’s words. 
It impresses upon the hearer that the preacher is not 
speaking “of himself” (cf. John 7:16; 8:28; 14:10), or asserting 
his own ideas (I Peter 4:11; II Peter 1:20-21), but rather is 
permitting God to speak for Himself. Explicitly telling the 
audience where the words are found in Scripture emphasizes 
to them that they are accountable to God—not the preacher. 
It is His words (not the preacher’s) that are “powerful” (Rom. 
1:16; Heb. 4:12) and able to save them (James 1:21). 
Additionally, even academia holds that it is only fair and 
ethical to give full documentation when alluding to the work 
of someone else. 

4. Finally, giving hearers sufficient information for 
them to locate a passage is appropriate because Jesus and 
others did essentially the same thing. Of course, chapter 
and verse divisions were unavailable in‘apostolic times. But 
faithful speakers gave sufficient indication by which their 
claims could be verified. Though occasionally a speaker would 
preface his biblical quotation with a simple formula like “it 
is written” (Matt. 4:4,7), he usually included more details 
which enabled the listener to “zero in” on the specific text. 
3 Study carefully the following passages and notice how the 
inspired speaker provided clues to the specific biblical source 
by identifying the Old Testament book or the author or the 
canonical division (e.g., law, Psalms or prophets): Matthew 
3:3; 12:39; 13:14; 15:7; 24:15; Mark 7:6; Luke 20:42; 24:44; 
John 1:23; Acts 1:20; 2:16,25; 3:22; 13:33,35,40; 15:15; 28:25. 

Of course, Christians living today are in a different 
historical circumstance. We are not addressing Jews who 
were so familiar with the Old Testament that they only 
needed to be reminded of a passage. We are addressing the 
denominations and the unchurched—both of whom are 
woefully ignorant of Scripture. All the more reason to specify 
our scriptural source. 

Why do some seem so reluctant to give book, chapter, 
and verse in their preaching? Perhaps some are threatened 
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by the practice because their own knowledge of Scripture is 
inferior to those who are able to do so. Or, perhaps some 
have embraced false doctrines which cannot survive the 
straightforward scrutiny of Scripture. Avoiding explicit 
scriptural citation facilitates religious seduction. Or, maybe 
to them constantly quoting Scripture does not fit well with 
the modern, “sophisticated,” “educated,” “smooth” approach. 
Such “education” is akin to what Paul called “false knowledge” 
(I Tim. 6:20). Such “smoothness” sounds like the “smooth 
things” which Isaiah denounced (Isa. 30:10). 


Omission of Invitation 

With the change in the style of preaching has come a 
tendency to minimize and even omit the sermon invitation. 
Some are insisting that the sermon invitation is the product 
of Protestantism and not the Bible. They say the invitation 
is simply a tradition that has evolved over time. 

Some occasions may warrant an adjustment in the 
offering of what we call “the invitation.” But such occasions 
are difficult to envision. For example, if only Christians are 
present, urging hearers to render obedience to the plan of 
salvation may seem superfluous. Yet, children are bound to 
be present who are either on the verge of conversion or who 
need to be introduced to the idea of their future submission 
to that plan. 

Whatever the history of the sermon invitation may be, 
a biblical rationale exists for having an invitation after every 
sermon is preached in the public assembly. A central feature 
of the New Testament church and New Testament worship 
was the preaching of the word of God. God’s word has always 
had as its purpose to modify human behavior, to change 
individuals into obedient followers (Rom. 10:14-17; 12:2). 
When God’s word is presented, it always carries with it an 
implicit call for reaction (John 6:45). Jesus did not preach 
to people merely to cause them to be intrigued. He wanted . 
an active compliance with the demands of His message. 
Likewise, the preaching of the gospel throughout the book 
of Acts was always designed to elicit a response. When people 
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hear the word of God, God wants them to obey, to act, to do 
(James 1:21-25). 

In view of this unmistakable facet of the preached 
message throughout biblical history, it is only logical that an 
opportunity ought to be given for the expression of that 
response. The biblical evidence for such opportunities is in 
abundance. For example, on Mt. Carmel, Elijah extended an 
invitation to his hearers to align themselves with God. Their 
response was pitiful (I Kings 18:21). Moses extended an 
invitation at the foot of Mt. Sinai, resulting in the death of 
some three thousand unresponsive hearers (Exod. 32:26). 
Joshua’s farewell sermon called for a response from his 
hearers (Josh. 24:15). Ezra’s call for compliance with Bible 
teaching regarding marriage was accompanied by an 
invitation (Ezra 10:10-11). 

When one moves into the book of Acts where the gospel 
was preached in the first century, the same pattern is 
observed. The preacher preaches the gospel and either 
explicitly calls for a response or implicitly awaits one. After 
all, that’s why preaching is done! The preacher is attempting 
to evoke a response from the hearer. Examine the following 
verses in order to see this principle in action: Acts 2:36-37, 
40-41; 3:19; 4:4, 13-18; 5:33, 40; 6:11; 7:52,54; 8:5-6, 12-13, 
22-24. 36; 9:18; 29: 10:47-48; 11:21,.23-24:.13'41-43546; 14:1, 
18,21; 16:5, 14-15, 82-33;:17:4, 11-12,-382-34: 18:5-6, 8; 19:5) 
8-9, 18-19; 20:36; etc. 

An examination of the book of Acts reveals that when 
the gospel message was preached, three possible visible 
reactions were forthcoming. Many times (perhaps most often) 
the reaction to the invitation was that of rejection, hostility, 
and violence (e.g., 17:5). On some occasions, the response 
was for the purpose of conversion (e.g., 18:8). On other 
occasions, Christians-responded for the purpose of restoration, 
i.e., repenting and making correction in sinful behavior (e.g., 
8:24). A nonvisible or silent response to the preached word 
was that of edification, being strengthened in the faith (e.g., 
16:5). One other response in the New Testament which 
churches of Christ often include in the sermon invitation as 
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a matter of convenience, but which may be done at anytime, 
is the “identification” of a Christian with a local church for 
membership (e.g., 9:26-27). 

Consequently, when we preach the gospel in our worship 
assemblies, we do so specifically in order to evoke compliance 
with God’s word. It is only natural for us to give the entire 
assembly an immediate opportunity to do so. For those 
nonChristians who are present, we should want to urge 
them to come forward and obey the simple plan of salvation. 
For those Christians who are present, we should want to 
urge them to make any adjustments to their lives that may 
be out of harmony with the preached word. They, too, are 
given an opportunity to make those corrections in the 
presence of fellow Christians who can pray with and for 
them (James 5:16; I John 1:9; Acts 8:24). 

Circumstances are such in many of our churches today 
that a person could conceivably be convinced of what the 
preacher says in his sermon. But without an invitation and 
clear articulation of how to respond biblically, the person 
would leave thinking all he or she has to do is accept the 
teaching—agree with it. Like the Pentecostians (Acts 2:37), 
the Ethiopian treasurer (Acts 8:36), and Saul (Acts 9:5-6), 
people today need to be told what to do in response to the 
preached message. 

I suspect the tendency of preachers to move away from 
extending invitations which urge listeners to obey is the 
natural result of the shift that has taken place in the content 
and style of preaching. In other words, preachers no longer 
offer the invitation because they’re no longer offering the 
pure, undiluted demands of the gospel. Today’s preaching is 
filled with touchy-feely, felt-needs appeals rather than the 
biblical stress upon repenting of sin and conforming oneself 
to the gospel. Omitting our sermon invitations is yet another 
step in the wrong direction. It is a step away from the Bible. 


Conclusion 
One of the changes afflicting the church today is the 
failure to preach the Bible from our pulpits as we once did. 
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It only takes one generation of failing to do so to reap the 
whirlwind of ignorance and widespread apostasy. Those 
preachers who, over the last twenty or thirty years, are 
responsible for abandoning plain Bible preaching will be 
held accountable in eternity for paving the way for the change 
agents of today to do their destructive work. 

Brethren, there will never come a time when culture 
or historical circumstance will warrant an abandonment of 
straightforward, Scripture-quoting proclamation of God’s 
words. Let us not be ashamed of the Bible (Rom. 1:16). Let 
us present it faithfully to lost humanity and do all we can 
to encourage them nobly to “check it out” (Acts 17:11; I Thess. 
5:21). 

While preaching in Ardmore, Oklahoma recently, a 
gentle, older man came up to me after services and expressed 
his agreement that many of our preachers are no longer 
preaching simple Bible truth. He compared the new style of 
preaching to a statement that was made to him by his older 
brother back in the 1940s. Living in a rural area of Oklahoma, 
he and his big brother had gone to town to find out what all 
the fuss was about regarding the “ice cream soda.” Big brother 
put his money on the counter and placed his order, urging 
little brother to wait for the verdict before spending his 
' money. As little brother patiently awaited the sage counsel 
of his older brother, big brother sampled the new fangled 
invention. Looking down at little brother, he shook his head 
and announced: “Save your money, bud. Taint nothin’ but 
sweet air.” 

A sad commentary on much of the preaching of our 
day. 


Endnotes 
1 farl West, Elder Ben Franklin: Eye of the Storm 
(Indianapolis, IN: Religious Book Service, 1983), p. 276. 


2 West, Franklin, pp. 304, 305. 
3 West, Franklin, p. 310. 
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Chapter 20 


CuHuRcH Music 


he second specific change in the church pertains to church 
music. Instrumental music always seems to loom in the 
background. No doubt a survey of the younger generation 
among churches of Christ would reveal that they do not 
consider the instrument in church worship to be objectionable. 
Prominent voices among the change agents have certainly 
declared their conviction that instrumental music should 
not be treated as an issue of fellowship. But this position is 
logically equivalent to sanctioning the use of the instrument.! 
However, the older generation has done a commendable 
job of emphasizing the unacceptability of instrumental music 
to the extent that for the most part 
“Dnd the ransomed the younger generation has not 
- shown a willingness to make the 
of the Lor d instrument the battleline. Instead, 
shall return, the change agents have turned their 
attention to the realm of “special 
music,” i.e., solos, trios, and choirs.2 
with singing A century and a half ago, 
tcaah S510 churches of Christ were enjoying the 
peace and harmony that comes from 
being unified in doctrine. Then restless change agents forged 
new worship practice (i.e., instrumental music) and began 
promoting their views around the brotherhood. Those who 
opposed the change were depicted as troublemakers. They 
were represented as making human laws and hampering 
the noble effort to make worship more meaningful. They 
were denounced as creedal, divisive, and responsible for the 
sects that exist. 
History repeats itself. An objective observer must surely 
marvel. For many years, churches of Christ have enjoyed 
peace and harmony in their worship. Those who are 


and come to Sion 
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promoting “special music” are clearly the divisive disrupters. 
Yet they are masters of acting innocent in this regard while 
placing the blame on their opponents. They are likewise 
specialists at moving from “the New Testament allows 
special music” to “the New Testament promotes special 
music.” The militancy with which innovators are now 
advancing their agenda is shocking and heartbreaking.3 


I Corinthians 14:15,26 

Some have argued that they find permission for special 
music in I Corinthians 14. But anyone who insists that Paul 
was referring to solo singing in I Corinthians 14:15,26 could 
not prove it if his life depended on it. At least four other 
equally plausible interpretations fit the context. “Each one 
has a psalm” could refer to: (1) inspired solo-singing that 
terminated with all other miraculous gifts; (2) song leaders; 
(3) recitation of an inspired psalm (i.e., poem); and (4) hymn 
writers teaching the congregation a new song. Evidence for 
hymn writers in the early church is seen in the references 
by Justin Martyr (Apology, V, 28), Tertullian (De Anima, 
c.9), and Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History, V, 28). 
Regarding this last reference, M’Clintock and Strong state: 


Here we have not only testimony to the use of 
spiritual songs in the Christian Church from the 
remotest antiquity, but also that there were hymn 
writers in the apostolic Church, and that their songs 
were collected for use at a very early date of the 
Christian Church.4 


An ambiguous allusion to Christians “having a psalm” 
is flimsy and dangerous justification for pushing special music 
in the church today. The unbiased person will not allow the 
inconclusive passage (I Cor. 14:26) to alter the clearer 
passages (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16)—even if denominational 
“scholars” express their opinion without textual or contextual 
proof for their views. 

As a matter of fact, New Testament scholars do not 
“unanimously agree” that I Corinthians 14:15,26 approve 
solo singing. For example, Lightfoot paraphrases the sense 
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as “When ye come together into one place, one is for having 
the time and worship spent chiefly in singing psalms, another 
in preaching, &c.”5 Barrett considers the reference to be to 
“a fresh, perhaps spontaneous, composition, not an Old 
Testament psalm.”6 Macknight says, “The inspired psalms 
of which the apostle speaks, were not metrical compositions, 
but compositions which were distinguished from prose.”? 
Vincent insists that the use of a psalm is “not restricted to 
singing.” 

Thus the word “psalmos” simply refers to an 
authoritative writing—‘“a word assimilated to the style of 
the Psalter.”9 A “psalm” is one form of inspired writing, i.e., 
Scripture (cf., Acts 13:33; Luke 24:44), and therefore may or 
may not subsequently be put to music. When the word 
“psalm” does refer to a song to be sung (rather than merely 
read or studied), the term itself contains no indication 
regarding under what circumstances it is to be sung.10 
Change agents act as if the passage ought to be translated— 
“each one sings a solo”! 

While single individuals would compose the psalm, no 
justification exists contextually or linguistically for assuming 
only individuals would sing the psalm to the exclusion of the 
entire assembly. If anything, “...by inspiration they uttered 
prayers and psalms in which the church joined them.”!1 So 
the passage refers to an individual who has, by inspiration, 
composed a suitable worship song. It says nothing about the 
subsequent singing of that song. The time has come for 
those who boldly affirm that I Corinthians 14:26 is referring 
to solo singing to prove it—or stop spreading their 
propaganda. Merely quoting those who agree with one’s 
conclusions does not prove those conclusions. 


Colossians 3:16 
To appreciate fully the meaning of Colossians 3:16, 
certain grammatical features of the Greek language must be 
grasped. In the first place, participles function in any sentence 
in relation to the main verb. Present participles indicate 
action which is simultaneous or coincident with the action 
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of the main verb.!2 The main verb in the sentence provides 
the governing temporal structure for the participial phrases. 
In this case, enoikeito (“let dwell”) is a present active 
imperative verb which requires the Colossian church to have 
Christ’s word dwelling in her fully. This central idea is 
explained by the three present participles “teaching,” 
“admonishing,” and “singing.” The participles “describe the 
manner in which the word dwells among them.”!3 

A second grammatical principle that sheds light on the 
meaning of Colossians 3:16 is the use of the dative case. The 
terms “psalms, hymns, spiritual songs” are asyndetic datives 
(i.e., unjoined by conjunctions) which define the means to be 
used—the vehicle through which the teaching and 
admonishing are conveyed.1!4 

Thirdly, while participles are neutral in terms of their 
mood,!5 in a sentence like Colossians 3:16, the participles 
take on an imperative force.!6 In so doing, they further 
manifest the overriding influence of the principal verb. 

Fourthly, Colossians 3:16 is sometimes identified as a 
specie of “participial anacoluthon.”!” Anacoluthon refers to 
a break within a sentence in which the author completes his 
sentence in a supplemental, more direct way. Specifically 
with reference to Colossians 3:16, the participial clauses 
support and expand the imperative verb and the adverb 
“richly.”18 As such, the participles bear an intimate 
interrelationship between themselves. 

From these grammatical principles the following 
observations and conclusions may be drawn. The “teaching,” 
“admonishing,” and “singing” are not separate, unrelated 
activities. All three clarify how to be filled with the word of 
Christ and are therefore coincident with each other. When 
Christians are assembled together and engaged in singing 
together, in that act they are likewise teaching and 
admonishing each other. Paul’s reference to “singing” is his 
way of completing and clarifying his initial instructions 
regarding “teaching” and “admonishing.” As Schlier notes: 
“in odai [songs] the community mutually instructs and 
admonishes itself.”!9 Commenting on the parallel passage 
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in Ephesians 5:19, Eadie notes that “Their speech was to be 
song” and “lalountes [speaking] is defined by adontes 
[singing].”20 Lenski agrees.?! 

In view of these grammatical details, the punctuation 
of Colossians 3:16 in the New Revised Standard Version 
is unacceptable for at least three reasons. First, “psalms, 
hymns, spiritual songs” more naturally connects with 
“teaching and admonishing” according to Alford,22 Wuest,22 
Lenski,24 Henry,25 Schmoller,26 Bruce,2” Barnes,28 and 
Nicoll.29 Attempting to separate the “teaching and 
admonishing one another” from the “singing” to the point of 
their having no connection is contrary to the grammatical 
features of the verse. 

Secondly, the NRSV creates three distinct sentences 
and thereby isolates the interrelated clauses of the Greek 
sentence by turning the participles into verbs—completely 
ignoring the grammatical nuances which establish the 
meaning of the passage. 

Thirdly, the reflexive, reciprocal pronoun (which will 
be discussed later in this chapter), if confined to the first 
participial clause (“teaching and admonishing”), would 
necessitate that the teaching be done by the entire assembly 
together. Yet the Bible forbids two or more individuals 
teaching in the assembly together (I Cor. 14:29-33). The 
only way two or more Christians could teach together is if 
they are singing the words together. So the NRSV fails to 
manifest sensitivity to the various grammatical aspects of 
Colossians 3:16. The three participles (“teaching,” 
“admonishing,” and “singing”) are unquestionably actions 
that are overlapping in import. They connote different facets 
of the same activity: the offering of corporate musical 
worship.?0 

Interestingly, the most prominent Greek text which 
modern scholarship has produced demonstrates that 
Ephesians 5:19 permits no break between “speaking to one - 
another” and “in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs.”31 
The same text indicates no break in Colossians 3:16 between 
“teaching and admonishing one another” and “in psalms, 
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hymns, spiritual songs.”82 The punctuation apparatus 
identifies the following translations and editions of the Greek 
New Testament which do not support the punctuation 
reflected in the NRSV: Westcott and Hort, KJV, ERV, ASV, 
Die Heilige Schrift, Martin Luther’s Das Neue 
Testament, and Le Nouveau Testament. Even in those 
underlying Greek texts which indicate a punctuation break 
between the participial clauses, the break is identified as 
“minor,” i.e., no greater than a comma. The NRSV’s major 
breaks are grammatically and linguistically unjustified. 

The New Testament is actually far more specific with 
regard to singing than many people realize. In addition to 
authorizing only congregational singing, Colossians 3:16 and 
Ephesians 5:19 place restrictions on the format of music 
(i.e., vocal, verbal), the style of music (psalms, hymns, 
spiritual songs), the object of music (to God), the attitude of 
the singer (with gratitude), and the condition of the singer 
(in the heart). ; 

In summary, the setting of Colossians 3:16 is a church 
worship assembly: the participles are plural; “in you” is plural, 
referring to the collective body; the reflexive, reciprocal 
pronoun implies plurality.33 Paul is instructing the entire 
congregation to sing together when they assemble for worship. 
The specific songs which they sing should teach and admonish 
each other while offering praise to God from the heart. 


“To One Another” 

Those who support special music in the assembly 
typically represent those who disagree with them as 
defending “simultaneous” congregational singing. By 
“simultaneous” they mean singing in which every member 
speaks the same words at the same time. Not only is this 
characterization inaccurate, it overlooks the fact that many 
of the songs sung among churches of Christ do not entail 
everyone singing the words at the same time. Altos, tenors 
and basses often echo the soprano parts. So one can reject 
solos and choirs without endorsing “simultaneous 
congregational singing only.” The entire congregation can 
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sing together without each individual singing the same 
words at the same time. 

Advocates of special music fail to grasp the import of 
the Greek reflexive pronoun used in a reciprocal fashion.?4 
One mistake that they make is failing to recognize the 
connection between reciprocity and the “plural subject” of 
the sentence. The plural subject in Ephesians 5:19 is the 
entire congregation—not just a portion of the congregation. 
Use of the reciprocal pronoun necessitates that the entire 
congregation (the plural subject) participate in the action 
signified in the verb (“be filled”). The participles—“speaking,” 
“singing,” etc.—explain the action of the verb. Consequently, 
the reciprocity enjoined in the passage requires the entire 
congregation to engage in the interchange of singing. Solos 
and choirs, by definition, omit the rest of the congregation 
from the interchange. 

Secondly, “speaking to one another” does not mean 
that some members are listening silently while others are 
singing. Reciprocity necessitates that those listening are also 
participating in the singing. Special music advocates attempt 
to justify a choir by emphasizing the importance of listening 
quietly while others are singing—even insisting that it is 
“rude to speak when someone else [is] speaking to me.”35 If 
so, then all congregational singing is rude! In fact, even 
choral singing is rude and only solo singing should be done 
in the church. A false position always doubles back on itself. 

The fact of the matter is, speaking (i.e., public prayers, 
preaching, Scripture reading) in the assembly should only 
be done one at a time (I Cor. 14:26-33). But singing (the 
kind of speaking in view in Eph. 5:19) can be done together 
without being rude or unscriptural. Ephesians 5:19 and 
Colossians 3:16 are enjoining singing that teaches ourselves 
and everyone else who is also participating in the singing. 
In congregational singing, we can all sing together and learn 
and listen at the same time. 

The premium being placed on listening is erroneous for 
five reasons: (1) Ephesians 5:19 and Colossians 3:16 do not 
include “listening” as one of the participles; (2) the members 
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of a choir are singing at the same time and so, according to 
change agents, cannot listen to each other; (3) only soloists 
could qualify to sing at church assemblies in order to escape 
the listening malady which change agents depict; 
(4) congregational singing should be completely eliminated 
since when the entire congregation is singing, every 
participant is prevented from listening to everyone else; and 
(5) it is simply not true that singing together prevents the 
ones singing from listening to others who are also singing.°6 

No one is suggesting that it is unspiritual to sometimes 
“worship by listening.” We clearly do so in public prayers, 
sermons and Scripture readings. We also listen as we sing. 
But the point is that in the passages where God has legislated 
His will regarding music, He has directed us to sing together. 
Upon this basis alone, listening to others sing without 
joining in the singing together is simply unauthorized. 

Thirdly, some misunderstand the nature of reciprocity 
in such passages as I Corinthians 6:7; Hebrews 3:13; and 
Ephesians 4:32.37 The reflexive pronoun is used in these 
passages in place of the reciprocal pronoun.?8 In so doing, 
the action described involves the group as a whole. 
Reciprocity involves the notion of interchange—“expressing 
two parties, both affecting each other as objects.”39 As such, 
- “the same action is done by each upon the other.”40 It should 
be clear that solos and choirs do not conform to Ephesians 
5:19 and Colossians 3:16. Reciprocity in those passages 
includes the entire congregation with the same action 
(singing) done by each upon the other. Solos and choirs by 
definition exclude some of the parties who are supposed to 
be participating in the interchange of singing. 

Some cannot see how solos and choirs violate the 
participation/interaction principle of the reciprocal pronoun. 
They think that the after-the-fact singing that the rest of 
the congregation may do (after the choir has performed) 
counts for reciprocal action. But the Greek notion of 
reciprocity will not allow for this understanding. For further 
clarification on the essence of reciprocity, many Greek 
scholars and commentators recommend consulting a single 
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source. These include Arndt and Gingrich,4! Thayer,42 Blass 
and Debrunner,‘2 Lightfoot,44 Liddell and Scott,45 Nicoll,46 
and Moulton and Milligan.4” The source to which they defer 
in order to understand the Greek reciprocal pronoun is 
“Kuhner.” : 

When one examines Kuhner, one sees why so many 
well-known scholars for the last century and a quarter have 
deferred to this source. He is able to state succinctly the 
precise essence of Greek reciprocity. After alluding to the 
precise grammatical construction which we find in Ephesians 
5:19 and Colossians 3:16,48 Kuhner makes the following 
observation: 


Both the reciprocal and reflexive pronoun is used 
when the action refers to an object that has been 
named. Both consequently express a reflexive idea, 
and are related like the species and genus; since 
now the genus includes the species, so the reflexive 
may take the place of the reciprocal, in cases where 
it is readily perceived that several persons so 
perform anything together that the action appears 
as reciprocal.49 


Notice carefully the word “together.” When the reflexive, 
reciprocal pronoun is used in a sentence in Greek, the parties 
specified in the sentence must so engage in the action that 
is mentioned that they appear to be doing the action 
together. Clearly, a choir is not perceived as singing with 
the rest of the congregation together. If it was, it would no 
longer be a choir! 

Notice how reciprocity does not necessarily entail those 
involved in the action as doing everything simultaneously. 
But they do have to be so involved in the action that they 
are all readily perceived as participating in the action 
together. 

For example, if a member of a denominational group 
(one that uses choirs in their assembly) were to walk into 
one of our “contemporary” worship assemblies where a choir 
is being used, he would immediately distinguish between 
that activity and what churches of Christ have been 
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historically known for—congregational singing. If the same 
person were to walk into one of our assemblies where choir 
groups are not used, he would immediately draw the 
conclusion that we are singing congregationally—even though 
the songs that we sing would involve alto or bass leads and 
phrases that echo each other (like the chorus of “Our God 
He Is Alive”). The denominational observer certainly would 
not conclude that we are using “special music”! 

This same principle of reciprocity is evident in 
I Corinthians 6:7; Hebrews 3:13; and Ephesians 4:32. In 
I Corinthians 6:7, Paul’s use of “you” may not be intended 
to include every member of the church at Corinth. However, 
his use of the reflexive as a reciprocal demands that whoever 
he is including in the “you” is participating together in 
the action described. The encouraging of Hebrews 3:13 and 
the forgiving of Ephesians 4:32 are referring to mutual, 
collective action. Use of the reflexive, reciprocal indicates 
that the writer had in mind the togetherness of the action 
described. He is referring to conduct that must be exhibited 
by all of the parties alluded to. The readers to whom Paul 
writes must so engage in the specified actions (encourage 
and forgive) that they appear to be doing so together. 


Church Music and Our Culture 

Despite the clarity with which God has presented His 
will on this subject, change agents insist that in some 
churches, connecting culturally may require the use of a 
“worship team” with occasional solos or singing groups.59 By 
“worship team,” they mean men and women who are situated 
in front of the assembly or scattered throughout the 
auditorium with their own microphones. But this invention 
of man mitigates against the biblical principles of acceptable 
worship. 

A song leader is authorized by the Bible on the grounds 
that the congregational singing that is enjoined upon the 
church worship assembly must be implemented in harmony 
with at least the following principles: (1) assembly activity 
must be “decent” and “orderly” without creating confusion 
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and distraction (I Cor. 14:33,40); (2) only males are to function 
in a leadership capacity (I Cor. 14:33-35; I Tim. 2:8-15); 
(3) worship is to be directed toward God and refrain from 
being a “performance” for other worshippers or calling 
attention to the skill of worship leaders (Matt. 6:1ff; 23:5-7). 
A single song leader serves a useful, scripturally valid purpose 
in harmony with these and other biblical principles. But 
multiple song leaders, on the other hand, serve no necessary 
or justifiable purpose, but only introduce additional factors 
into the worship event, i.e., performance and entertainment. 

Anderson attempts to validate such performance and 
entertainment facets in worship under the label “formats” 
which he subdivides into “participatory” and “presentational.” 
Solos and choirs are “presentational” while congregational 
singing is “participatory” (p. 124). In his attempt to lessen 
the negative connotations of entertainment (pp. 131-133), he 
fails to grasp the fact that solo and choral singing, unlike a 
preacher, teacher, or prayer leader, inherently and 
necessarily include performance/entertainment attributes. 
If God’s word, and the focus of worship being on God, do not 
“hold attention” and “interest,” resorting to cheap, 
entertaining performances as crutches and substitutes for 
genuine spirituality will not help. 

Even with regard to preachers and song leaders, if we 
“prefer” them because of their skill and their ability to hold 
our attention, our worship is vain. Their only purpose is to 
point us to God, Christ and the message—nothing more. The 
moment they begin to call attention to themselves, they are 
competing with God for our attention and distracting us 
from our true purpose. Paul would certainly not fit into 
Anderson’s agenda for “gifted musical communicators” (p. 
134)—I Corinthians 2:1,3-5; II Corinthians 10:10; 11:6. God 
has no more “given gifted musical communicators to the 
body” than He has given physical therapists, barbers and 
actors. The issue is not—what gift do you have to use in 
worship? The issue is—what has God told us to do to worship 
in spirit and in truth? The mere fact that Anderson alludes 
to some being “gifted” as over against those who are not so 
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endowed proves his criteria pertains to what humans think 
is good—which rarely parallels what God thinks is good 
(I Sam. 16:7). 

Anderson goes so far as to declare that “rather than 
forbidding singing groups in worship, Scripture actually 
enjoins them” (p. 129). If this claim were true, the failure of 
churches of Christ to use choirs all these years has been in 
direct violation of God’s will. In his obvious haste and 
eagerness to justify the conclusions he had already reached, 
he has completely mishandled and distorted I Corinthians 
14:26; Ephesians 5:19 and Colossians 3:16. His contention 
that “contemporary music in our assemblies is the most 
effective way to connect with the unchurched” (p. 211) is 
equally ludicrous. The denominations have had group singing 
for centuries. Yet genuine New Testament Christians are 
unimpressed by denominational advances. If such tactics 
have, in fact, effected numerical growth, the growth would 
clearly be illicit and unscriptural (cf., Matt. 23:15). 


Conclusion 

After all the grammar has been examined and after all 
the arguments have been presented, one fact remains 
powerfully clear: A simple, unbiased reading of Ephesians 
’ 5:19 and Colossians 3:16 leaves the reader with the clear 
sense that God wants the church to assemble together and 
to sing together. The unprejudiced reader would certainly 
not get the impression that Paul was encouraging solos and 
choirs! 

Consider the following parallel. A simple reading of the 
New Testament leaves one with the clear sense that baptism 
is for the remission of sins. In an effort to escape this obvious 
conclusion and obscure the simplicity of New Testament 
truth, denominationalists have created complex, convoluted 
arguments. For example, they have insisted that the Greek 
preposition eis in Acts 2:38 is causal, making remission of 
sins precede water baptism. They have challenged the textual 
integrity of Mark 16:9-20. They have maintained that “water” 
in John 3:5 refers to the fluid that accompanies the natural 
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birth process. These sophisticated quibbles muddy the water 
and create doubt in the minds of people regarding the 
simplicity of New Testament truth. They create the 
impression that the common man cannot understand God’s 
word without the assistance of Ph.D.s and theologians. 

Yet to remain faithful to God, we must study His word 
more deeply (including the languages through which He 
chose to disseminate that word) and address the clever ploys 
which are invented to “throw dirt into the air” and divert 
attention from the simplicity of God’s truth. But we must 
not lose sight of the fact that God’s will—on both baptism 
and singing in worship—is simple and self-evident from a 
surface reading of the relevant passages. 

When the progressives introduced instrumental music 
into the worship of the church over one hundred years ago, 
those faithful brethren who opposed the innovation were 
accused of being “creedal, divisive, and responsible for all 
the sects that exist.” Those who resist the introduction of 
solos and choirs into the worship assembly are likewise being 
branded as troublemakers. But eternity will bear out the 
real troublers of God’s people (I Kings 18:17). 

Calvin Warpula says churches of Christ have opted for 
congregational singing because it has “evolved in our 
tradition.”©! He is incorrect on two counts. Referring to the 
church of the New Testament—the church of Christ—as 
“our tradition” is sectarian, shameful, and biblically 
inaccurate. Referring to our worship practice as having 
“evolved” is equally erroneous. The simple “five-item” worship 
activity of churches of Christ was gleaned directly from the 
biblical text and continues to be the undeniable reality of 
“true worship’—despite the recent assaults of the “new 
hermeneutic” advocates among us. 

Why do some members want “special music”? What 
conceivable reason would one have for wanting to set apart 
a specialized group of singers who perform on their own in 
the assembly? All legitimate benefits are already available 
through congregational singing. John T. Hinds cut to the 
core of the matter way back in 1932: “...the fact remains that 
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we always select for the quartet only those with the best 
voices, which fact is a virtual concession that it is an effort 
to entertain rather than worship.”52 When we honestly own 
up to this fact, we will feel less compelled to seek scriptural 
justification for “special music.” 

May God help us to resist the hype and glitter so 
characteristic of our day—the emotionally-stimulating, 
aesthetically-pleasing distractions that create an artificial, 
superficial sense of spirituality. May God help us to resist 
the impulse to change with the times in an effort to remain 
culturally relevant. May God help us to find contentment 
and satisfaction in simple, unpretentious New Testament 
worship. May we rediscover the heartfelt fulfillment and 
genuine excitement that can only come from simple 
submission to the words of our great God and Father. 
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Chapter 21 


Lirtinc Up Hanns 


O ne of the latest fads making the rounds in some churches 
of Christ is the practice of holding up one’s arms in the 
worship assembly. This practice is 
surely symptomatic of the restless Lifting up hands 
dissatisfaction with the status quo | , ae. 

and the contemporary push to brand in the 1990s is like 
previous interpretations of Scripture long hair and 
as “tradition” in order to fashion 
religious practice according to one’s 
own desires (Isa. 30:9-10; II Tim. in the 1960s 

4:3). Nevertheless, what do the 
Scriptures teach regarding lifting up one’s arms in worship? 


peace symbols 


Biblical Prayer Postures 

At least seven distinct prayer postures are discernible 
in the Bible. Kneeling is one prominent mode of offering 
prayer (Dan. 6:10; Luke 22:41; Acts 7:60; 9:40; 20:36; 21:5; 
Eph. 3:14). Kneeling specifically conveys humility before 
God—a readiness to bow to the will of the one being 
approached. In the Greek world, kneeling was what a slave 
would do before his master or what a worshipper would do 
before his gods. Thus, kneeling in Bible times signified 
submission, humiliation, abasement, respect, and awe.! 
Kneeling occurs in at least three forms: with head bowed 
(Psm. 95:6), with arms raised (I Kings 8:54; II Chron. 6:13; 
Ezra 9:5), and prostrate, i.e., knees tucked in a crouched 
position with face or forehead touching the ground (I Kings 
18:42; Matt. 26:39). 

Standing is another prominent posture of prayer 
(I Sam. 1:26; Matt. 6:5; Mark 11:25).2 Standing while praying 
also takes at least three forms in the Bible: with head bowed 
(Gen. 24:26,48; Neh. 8:6; Luke 18:13), with eyes uplifted 
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(Luke 18:11), and with arms raised (I Kings 8:22; Neh. 8:6). 
Lifting up outstretched hands expressed the fact that a 
request was being made. The arms would be spread out with 
open upturned palms symbolical of the act of receiving.3 

A seventh prayer posture hinted at in Scripture is the 
act of lying face down on the ground (Josh. 7:6,10). The 
term “prostrate” may sometimes be used to refer to this 
posture since the term comes from the Latin prosternere 
meaning “to stretch out before.” When prayer is aliuded to, 
the Scriptures are not always completely descriptive of the 
precise body positions of the worshipper. The following chart 
summarizes the biblical evidence pertaining to prayer 
posture: 


Prayer Postures In The Bible 


Posture Standing | Kneeling Unspecified 


Head Bowed Gen. 24:26,48 | Psm. 95:6 Exod. 12:27; 
Neh. 8:6 Exod. 34:8; 
Luke 18:13 II Chron. 29:30; 
Gen. 24:52 


Eyes Uplifted Luke 18:11 John17:1; 
John 11:41 


‘ Arms Raised I Kings 8:22 I Kings 8:54 Exod. 9:29,33 
Neh. 8:6 II Chron. 6:13 Psm. 28:2; 
Ezra 9:5 Psm. 63:4; 
Psm.134:2; 
Bsml4ie2: 
Lam. 2:19; 
Lam. 3:41; 
Job 11:18; 
Isa. 1:15 


Prostrate Matt. 26:39 Josh. 7:6,10; 
I Kings 18:42 Num. 16:45; 
Ezra 10:1 


Unspecified I Sam. 1:26 Dan. 6:10 
Matt. 6:5 Luke 22:41 
Mark 11:25 Acts 7:60; 9:40; 
Acts 20:36; 21:5 
Eph. 3:14 


22) 


Attitude and Motivation 

While various prayer postures are incidentally depicted 
in passing in the divine record, the overwhelming emphasis 
is clearly on the attitude4 of the one praying and the 
appropriateness of the thought of the prayer itself (e.g., Matt. 
6:1-15; Luke 18:1; I John 5:14). The posture of prayer appears 
to be of minimal concern and essentially optional. However, 
both Scripture and common sense dictate that prayer posture 
should flow naturally from a sincere heart uncorrupted by 
ulterior motives. 

Worship practice in the New Testament is clearly 
unpretentious and conspicuously free from the pageantry, 
external ritual and pomp so characteristic of pagan religion, 
Catholicism, Pentecostalism, and even Judaism (cf., John 
4:19-24). God has stripped worship of elements that are 
potentially self-serving and designed to impress the 
participants rather than focus on God. 

No wonder Jesus repeatedly criticized the religious 
leaders of His day for their persistent attention to external 
display, appearances, show and hype (e.g., Matt. 6:5; 23:5- 
7,25-30; Luke 18:11). No wonder He directed the Samaritan 
woman’s attention away from external location (John 4:21). 
No wonder He urged unassuming secrecy in religious practice 
(Matt. 6:1-6,16-18). 

Though the Bible depicts “lifting up hands” as one 
authorized prayer posture, the growing tendency to do so 
among churches of Christ is clearly not the result of careful 
study of the Bible nor a desire to implement Bible teaching. 
Rather, the evidence suggests that the promoters of change 
in this regard are merely being influenced by the 
denominations (cf., 1 Sam. 8:20). Holding up arms in religious 
assemblies and swaying them from side to side is extremely 
faddish and high pioile behavior on religious telecasts around 
the country and in “community church” circles. 

Babyboomer innovators among us are simply 
perpetuating their 1960s rebellion mentality. Holding up 
arms, handclapping, etc. in the 90s are like long hair and 
peace symbols in the 60s—a rebel’s way of making a 
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statement, deliberately deviating from the status quo to be 
different and to quench one’s lust for self-stimulation while 
securing needed attention from others. 

If the “change agents” were really simply trying to be 
biblical and fashion worship to please God, why have they 
not given comparable attention to the Bible’s other prayer 
postures? Why is all the focus on lifting up hands? Is it 
strictly coincidental that the push for uplifted hands among 
churches of Christ parallels the same emphasis in the 
denominations? 

Those who are pressing for change in prayer posture 
should honestly ask themselves the simple, soul-searching 
question: “why?” This sudden need to instigate variation is 
not rooted in Scripture. The genuine motivation cannot be 
to cause worship to be more “spiritual,” since physical posture 
and external environment do not determine spiritual 
authenticity. If an individual does not feel worship is 
meaningful in an assembly where hands are not uplifted, 
the problem lies within that individual. 

Renewal, genuineness, sincerity, and zest for worship 
must come from within rather than from external 
manipulation. Reverence and a worshipful attitude arise 
from knowledge of God and of what He has done for us (Psm. 
'95:6-7; I Cor. 6:20; Rev. 14:7). If awareness of the omnipotent, 
living, loving Lord of the universe does not evoke genuine, 
heartfelt, energized, sincere worship—then artificial stimuli 
like holding up arms and turning down the lights or pre- 
rehearsed musical performances are shallow and superfluous. 
They are cheap substitutes, like narcotics to the addict, which 
temporarily enable a troubled soul to simulate meaning in 
life. 
| If we always have to be doing something different to 
keep worship “fresh,” not only will there be no end to the 
perpetual parade of unscriptural practices being foisted upon 
the church, it will be evident that those who are dependent 
on the continual change are spiritually anemic. If we feel 
change is necessary to impact society around us in order to 
draw in the crowds, then we’ve conceded that God’s power 
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to save people lies in something other than His gospel (Rom. 
1:16; Heb. 4:12). 


I Timothy 2:8? 

“But what of I Timothy 2:8? Doesn’t that verse tell us 
to lift up our hands in the worship assembly?” The phrase 
“lifting up holy hands” in I Timothy 2:8 is actually the figure 
of speech known as metonymy in which the writer substitutes 
an association word for what is actually meant. In this case, 
a posture of prayer is mentioned in place of prayer itself. 
The verse is not speaking literally of holding up one’s arms. 
Rather, Paul is stressing the necessity of public prayers 
ushering forth from holy lives. Prayer is effective only if one 
is at peace with fellow Christians (Matt. 5:23-24; 6:14). 

A comparable situation is seen with regard to the “holy 
kiss.”© Paul is not enjoining the act of kissing upon the 
church. He is simply regulating what is already being 
practiced culturally, by insisting that the act must be kept 
holy. Neither kissing (Rom. 16:16) nor holding up hands (I 
Tim. 2:8) are being promoted in the New Testament. The 
respective passages are merely advocating holy behavior. 
Cultural greetings are to be kept pure and holy; prayers are 
to rise from holy hearts and lives. 

Especially noteworthy regarding I Timothy 2:8 is the 
fact that the passage enjoins the males of the congregation 
to do the lifting up of hands (i.e., the leading in prayer). 
Those who wish to use I Timothy 2:8 as their justification 
for lifting up hands in the assembly, to be consistent, must 
limit this activity to the males of the congregation.® 


Inconsistencies 

While a Christian must be very cautious in questioning 
the motives of others, since only God can discern thoughts 
(e.g., Matt. 9:4; Luke 5:22), one cannot help but make the 
following observations. If motives are pure in the matter of . 
lifting up hands in the assembly, does that same individual 
lift up hands in private worship at home? If the person lifts 
up hands only in the assembly, it would seem that the 
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presence of other worshippers—appearances—is of concern. 
In so doing, the motive is not a sincere, undistracted focus 
upon God. 

A second observation that exposes impure and ulterior 
motives in the matter of holding up hands is whether the 
individual lifts up hands only while praying. Mention has 
already been made of the inconsistency of zeroing in on 
lifting up hands to the exclusion of other biblical prayer 
postures (e.g., kneeling). Notice that those who are advocating 
lifting up hands are as likely to hold up hands during the 
singing as during prayer. Yet, the Scriptures are explicit in 
identifying holding up hands as a prayer posture. Lifting 
up hands during singing is without scriptural precedent. 
Once again, the honest observer cannot help but suspect 
that the practice of holding up hands has originated from 
some source other than Scripture. 

A third inconsistency among those who advocate holding 
up arms is the tendency to sway the arms from side to side 
while holding them up. This action is also without scriptural 
authority and, once again, causes the unbiased observer to 
suspicion that the worshipper’s behavior is not at all what 
it purports itself to be. If one were sincerely holding up arms 
in a biblical manner, i.e., to make a request of God in hopes 
‘of receiving, not only would palms be upturned as an act of 
receiving, the arms would not sway from side to side. What 
child, when he holds up his arms for his father to pick him 
up, sways his arms from side to side? We would think such 
a kid to be distracted by something other than a sincere 
desire to receive his father’s attention. The child would either 
be performing for someone else or himself. 

A fourth inconsistency in advocating lifting up hands 
is the insistence that past generations among churches of 
Christ have been formal, cold, dead and lifeless in their 
worship. The new generation purports to be genuine in their 
worship as evidenced by the introduction of these new fads 
like lifting up hands. Yet they admit that one can worship 
God acceptably without holding up hands. Notice the 
dilemma: if one can worship without lifting up hands, then 
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maybe the past generation did worship genuinely and there 
is no need to introduce artificial stimuli like lifting up hands 
into the worship. If genuine worship is possible without 
lifting up hands, to do so entails an admission that something 
other than spirituality is of concern. 


Conclusion 

American culture has been undergoing a fundamental 
shift in social orientation for three decades. Change is the 
name of the game. In the midst of these cultural currents, 
some brethren are intoxicated with the same secular passion 
to forge new doctrines and replace old truths with new 
practices. New thought is developing. Ridicule and derision 
are being heaped upon those who seem unwilling to change 
with the times and abandon “tradition.” 

Yet, our day is not so new and unique that we need to 
overthrow all that’s gone before. Our times are not so different 
from the times that have preceded us. People in every period 
of human history have perceived their times as “modern.” 
We need a good dose of biblical perspective: 


That which has been is what will be, That which 
is done is what will be done, And there is nothing 
new under the sun. Is there anything of which it 
may be said, "See, this is new"? It has already been 
in ancient times before us (Eccl. 1:9-10). 


In reality, God’s truths are fresh and relevant to our 
day (Psm. 119). But we must not be so anxious to stay in 
step with the denominations (I Sam. 8:20) or to “hear some 
new thing” (Acts 17:21) that we overlook the fact that God’s 
truths are also “old” (Jer. 6:16). It is fickle man who changes 
(Prov. 24:21). We dare not label as “tradition” and proceed 
to change that which God has decreed as changeless (Mal. 
3:6; James 1:17; Psm. 111:7-8; I Peter 1:25). God continues 
to look for faithful persons who have grounded their 
thought—not in the social research of human wisdom—but 
in the solid rock of biblical truth (Luke 6:48). He is still 
pleased with the one who remains unshaken by the winds 
of false doctrine (Luke 7:24; Eph. 4:14). 
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Chapter 22 


HANDCLAPPING 


A: churches of Christ continue to experience transitional 
conflict, fundamental commitment to biblical authority 
wanes and personal taste and affective creativity assert 
themselves. Our current social milieu and cultural climate 
exacerbates and reinforces this increased reliance upon self 
and personal opinion as legitimate standards of authority. 
Despite the mad rush to the left in politics, religion and 

morality, the faithful Christian is 
“Thus says the one who remains unshaken by the 


Bord Because winds of change (Matt. 11:7; Eph. 
Oe aa 4:14). As change agents proudly 
you clapped your and defiantly orchestrate 


restructuring of values and 
foundational principles, the 
faithful follower of Jesus Christ 
consistently reaffirms the ancient, 
bedrock truths of biblical religion. 
As previously indicated, the 
promoter of change is most conspicuous in his relentless 
assault upon pure worship—a typical, perennial ploy of Satan 
(e.g., Gen. 4:3,5; I John 3:12; Exod. 32:8; Lev. 10:1-3; I Sam. 
13:9-13; I Kings 12:28-30; 18:4; II] Kings 22:17; II Chron. 
26:16-18; Psm. 78:58). Since, by definition, worship changes 
are not rooted in and sanctioned by Scripture, from whence 
do such innovations arise? Obviously, if these items do not 
find their origin in Heaven, they must originate with man 
(Matt. 21:23-25). The human heart, unrestrained and 
unenlightened by divine guidance, inevitably pursues 
behaviors and practices that satiate fleshly appetites. 
Current culture has groomed and conditioned us to be 
entertained. Television and the cinema have so developed in 
their sophistication that they are able to stimulate us and 


hands...F will 
stretch out Ply 


hand against you~ 
—Ezekiel 25:6-7 


232 


hold our attention with little or no effort on our part. As Neil 
Postman describes in his bestseller Amusing Ourselves 
To Death,! we have allowed ourselves to shift away from 
rational assessment of truth in exchange for substanceless 
emotional stimulation. So in religious practice, worshippers 
appear driven by that which is “better felt than told.” 


Handclapping As Musical Accompaniment 

One change which has made its way into worship 
assemblies is the act of handclapping.2 Handclapping is 
occurring in two forms: as applause and as a rhythmical 
accompaniment to singing. The latter practice is clearly 
unacceptable on the scriptural grounds that clapping hands 
is parallel to the use of any other body part or mechanical 
device that might be used to supplement vocal, verbal music. 


KINDS OF MUSIC 


VOCAL NONVOCAL 
Verbal- Nonverbal- Mechanical- “Natural”- 
Articulate Inarticulate Instrumental Instrumental 


Native Foreign Whistling Strings Snapping 
Language Language Humming Brass Fingers 
Yodeling Woodwinds Stomping 
Ab Nv Simulation of Percussion Fest 
instruments Electronic : 
or other synthesizers Slapping 
Congreg- Choral nonlyrical Knees 
ational eands Glappie 
(‘ahbh,” “ba- Hands 
Eph. 5:19 rooom,” “dum- 


dum-de-dum”) 


Clapping hands, snapping fingers or tapping ones’ fingers 
on a desk or drum are logically equivalent to the mechanical 
instrument of music—all of which lack divine authorization 
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in the New Testament. God authorizes and enjoins 
worshippers to sing meaning-laden words and to make music 
in/on the human heart (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). Worshippers 
simply lack scriptural approval for adding other forms of 
musical accompaniment. Study carefully the preceding chart 
and one will see that handclapping is not an acceptable 
action in the context of worship. 


Handclapping As Applause 

Handclapping has also been introduced into worship 
assemblies in the form of applause. The congregation is drawn 
into applause following baptisms, sermons, and other worship 
activities. Probably most advocates—as well as opponents— 
of applause in our worship assemblies base their opinion on 
extrabiblical grounds. Those who are for applause say: 
“What’s wrong with it? I like it! It’s just an updated, modern 
way to say, ‘Amen.” Those who are against applause say: 
“We’ve never done it. I’m uncomfortable with it. It cheapens 
solemnity.” Surely, a more biblically-rooted critique of 
handclapping is necessary. 

What is the significance of handclapping in American 
culture? The primary function of applause is to indicate 
personal approval.? We applaud performers at football, 
baseball, and basketball games. We applaud musicians at 
concerts. We applaud actors and actresses at theatrical 
performances. We clap our hands on such occasions because 
we like what we see and hear. We personally enjoy and 
agree with what we observe. Clapping is a way for us overtly 
to validate and affirm our opinion of the performance. 

Closely linked to a show of approval is the function of 
showing recognition. By applauding performers, we express 
our appreciation for their skill, proficiency and talent. We 
are saying, “Congratulations! You’re good! You’ve done well. 
I acknowledge your talent.” 

A third function of handclapping is expression of 
excitement. We sometimes burst forth in spontaneous 
applause because we are personally excited, moved and 
thrilled by a performance. In this case, handclapping is an 
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outlet, a means of catharsis, a way to achieve emotional 
release and express joy. 

A fourth function of applause is to manifest courtesy. 
For example, academicians clap their hands at the conclusion 
of the reading of a scholarly paper—not necessarily to convey 
or imply agreement or approval—but to be polite and 
courteous. Politicians on the floor of the senate applaud the 
President for his State of the Union Address. Clearly, this 
applause is a demonstration of etiquette—not agreement. 

How does handclapping in American culture correlate 
with scriptural worship activity? To answer this question, 
two additional questions must be answered: (1) Is 
handclapping a legitimate replacement of or alternative to 
saying “amen”? and (2) regardless of whether handclapping 
appears to be parallel to “amen,” does God approve the use 
of handclapping in worship? 


The Use of “Amen” In The Bible 

Our English word “amen” is a transliteration of a 
Hebrew word which means “firm.”4 The root stem meant “to 
show oneself firm and dependable; to know oneself to be 
secure, have faith.” Thus, the term means “certain and true.” 
The Israelite would say “amen” in order to confirm or identify 
‘ himself with a particular verbal declaration.5 “Amen” served 
to affirm a statement as certain, valid and binding.® Jepsen 
summarizes the use of the term in the Old Testament when 
he describes the word as “an acknowledgment that the divine 
word is an active force: May it happen in just this way.”” 
Similarly, “amen” has reference to words and deeds of God 
to which the speaker submits himself.8 The Septuagint often 
translates the Hebrew word for “amen” as “genoito” (“may 
it be”) which signifies what endures or is true, the spoken 

Word of God in the sense of its standing fast.9 
Hackett states that “amen” in the Old Testament was 
“a word used in strong asseverations, fixing as it were the 
stamp of truth upon the assertion which it accompanied, 
and making it binding as an oath.”10 So “amen” had 
essentially two uses in the Old Testament. First, it signified 
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the individual’s acceptance (even sworn oath) of the statement 
(e.g., Num. 5:22). In Deuteronomy chapter twenty-seven, 
assent is given by the people to the conditions under which 
a series of curses would be inflicted upon them for 
disobedience. Second, “amen” connotes truthfulness (I Kings 
1:36). Jesus used the term in this fashion as a prelude to His 
remarks, translated in the NASB as “most assuredly” (John 
Oo,0 4): 

In the New Testament, “amen” is found 126 times. Two 
additional Greek terms are used to represent the same 
concept. The three are translated “so let it be, truly, amen.”11 
Jesus often said, “Verily, verily” or “truly, truly” to preface 
His remarks. In so doing, He affirmed that His sayings were 
reliable and true, valid and certain.!2 Summarizing the New 
Testament evidence, “amen” was a vocal means by which an 
individual affirmed the certainty, truthfulness, and reliability 
of God’s word. To say “amen” was to confirm the binding 
nature of those truths. To a lesser extent, the speaker was 
expressing assent and endorsement with the accompanying 
intention to submit himself to God’s truth. 


Observations and Comparisons 

Notice that the functions of handclapping in American 
culture do not match the biblical function associated with 
saying “amen.” Handclapping in our culture carries additional 
baggage than “amen” carried in the Bible. Applause in our 
society is a response to an entertaining performance. Our 
applause is focused upon the performer. We are showing 
approval and recognition of the performer’s talent while 
expressing our own personal excitement and pleasure. 
Consider the comments of United Methodist Bishop William 
Grove of Charleston, West Virginia who considers applause 
inappropriate in worship because it turns the church into a 
theater and confuses people about the focus of worship.1% 

In stark contrast to this emphasis, the use of “amen” 
in the Bible focuses upon the message rather than the 
person presenting the message. “Amen” énables the 
worshipper to assert publicly the truthfulness of the spoken 


236 


word. “Amen” is not designed in any way to affirm the speaker 
and thereby place him in the position of being a performer. 
Indeed, we ought not to extol or call attention to the vain 
talent of the preacher nor praise his skilled “performance.” 
God wants our attention centered on the meaning of the 
message. God wants us to focus on the fact that God’s word 
is being declared and—unlike man’s word—is notable and 
unique in its truthfulness, certainty and rightness. 

Notice also that “amen” is not really designed to 
communicate the idea “I agree with that” or “I like that.” 
Biblically, it doesn’t really matter whether or not I agree 
with God’s word. God’s word is true, sure, authoritative and 
binding and deserves to be affirmed as such. Consequently, 
handclapping in American culture is not parallel to saying 
“amen” in the Bible. Handclapping is, therefore, not a suitable 
alternative to or replacement of “amen.” 


Must Worship Be Authorized? 

Perhaps more to the point in this discussion, the real 
issue is are we free to do what we want in worship? From 
Genesis to Revelation, God insists that all of our actions 
must be authorized, approved, sanctioned by Him. (See 
Chapter 40). Handclapping in worship for baptisms or 
- sermonic remarks is nothing more than our current cultural 
expression of emotion. Handclapping is our way of saying, 
“I'm really turned on, excited, by that!” 

We ought to be ashamed for even trying to defend such 
exclamations and ejaculations as God-originated or God- 
approved. If we are free to clap our hands in worship when 
we get excited, then we are free to scream, squeal, and 
shriek; we are free to turn somersaults down the aisle; we 
are free to stand on the pews and stomp our feet; and we are 
free to jump up and slap our hands together (like athletes) 
in the “hi-five” position. Likewise, we are free to boo and 
hiss or throw tomatoes if we are not impressed with those 
conducting the worship.!4 All such behaviors, though 
acceptable in a secular, entertainment-oriented context, in 
religion are unauthorized concoctions originated in the minds 
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of mere men. They fail to respect, honor and sanctify God 
as He instructs (cf., Lev. 10:3). They reveal our human 
propensity to formulate worship behavior according to our 
own desires. 


Conclusion 
Handclapping existed in the Graeco-Roman world of 
the first century. It constituted one ritual among several 
others (i.e., snapping the finger and thumb, waving the flap 
of the toga or a handkerchief, etc.) by which degrees of 
approval were expressed. Consider the effect of this cultural 
custom on Christianity in view of the following observation: 


When Christianity became fashionable the customs 
of the theatre were transferred to the churches. 
Paul of Samosata encouraged the congregation to 
applaud his preaching by waving linen cloths. 
Applause of the rhetoric of popular preachers 
became an established custom destined to disappear 
under the influence of a more reverent spirit.15 


Paul of Samosata was an elder in the church in Antioch 
around 260 A.D. Eventually censured for his practice, He 
did for the church of his day what the change agents are 
doing for the church in our day. He introduced an unbiblical, 
unauthorized action into worship—an action which has no 
genuinely spiritual value but which in actuality promotes a 
secular, fleshly approach to worship. History is repeating 
itself. 

...for they loved the praise of men more than the 
praise of God (John 12:43). How can you believe, 
who receive honor from one another, and do not 
seek the honor that comes from the only God (John 
5:44)? 

May God help us to find contentment and satisfaction 
with the simple ways of God articulated in the Bible. May 
we feel constrained to fashion worship behavior and religious 
ritual in strict compliance with divine instruction. May we 
love Him enough to set aside personal preference and subdue 
emotional inclination in exchange for the delightful, exciting, 
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stimulating directions delineated in Scripture. May His words 
be ever in our hearts and on our tongues. Amen. 
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Chapter 23 


Drama AND 


DRAMATIC READING 


dvocates of change are insisting that dramatistic 

performance is a scriptural and culturally appropriate 
medium through which to convey God’s message.! Dramatic 
reading entails a member of the 
congregation standing before the “Go into all the 
worship assembly and reading a 
literary piece that he or some other | “07 ld and ACT 
uninspired individual has composed. the go spel lo 
Drama pertains to the performance 
of a play by costumed actors and 
actresses. This practice is often 
combined with the observance of religious Hondas 1.e., 
Christmas and Easter (see Chapter 25). 


every creature ? 


Dramatic Reading 

This activity is simply unheard of in the New Testament 
and unauthorized (see Chapter 40 regarding the essentiality 
of authority). Like all man-made inventions in religion, 
dramatic readings shift the worshipper out of the realm of 
objective biblical truth into the realm of subjective human 
experience; from “what does God and the Bible mean” to 
“what does religion mean to me.” As such, dramatic reading 
is just one more indicator of the abandonment of reliance 
upon God’s words in exchange for human inclination. 

Dramatic readings resemble the denominational 
practice of testifying and offering personal testimonies. 
Biblically, this practice is flawed and vain. The authenticity 
of the Christian religion is rooted in and based upon what 
God has done in eternity and in history. One’s faith must be 
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both initially generated and perpetuated by the truths 
associated with God’s redemptive actions. Faith comes by 
hearing the word of God (Rom. 10:17). Consequently, when 
another individual tells me what God means to him or what 
God has done in his life, I may appreciate his representations 
and be thankful to God that this individual is headed toward 
heaven, but as regards my own faith, his words are of no 
value. 

The one testifying may well be deceived and in 
possession of a false faith, a vain religion. Even if his religious 
experience is biblically genuine, my faith must rest in my 
own comprehension of what God has done in Christ. My 
faith depends entirely upon the written documents of the 
New Testament.? My faith has absolutely no need for oral 
testimonials provided by mere men who are attempting to 
interpret their own subjective experience. 


Drama 

Use of drama in the church worship assembly is another 
practice which finds no authority in the New Testament. 
Drama was unquestionably an available “culturally relevant” 
medium in the first century Graeco-Roman world.3 The 
Greeks have been credited historically with the advancement 
and development of the theatre. They were the masters. All 
acting and all drama since that time is simply a variation 
on what they originated. Drama was a prominent mode of 
communication in the first century world of Jesus and the 
early church. If drama had been a spiritually appropriate 
tool for communicating God’s word, Jesus and the apostles 
easily could have harnessed that tool and encouraged their 
spiritual descendants to do the same. 

Yet “it pleased God through the foolishness of the 
message preached to save those who believe” (I Cor. 1:21). 
The “Great Commission” does not say, “Go into all the world 
and ACT the gospel to every creature.” Nor did He include 
dramatic skits in the worship assembly as a valid conduit 
through which worship to God is to be channeled. We are no 
more free to create new avenues of worship to God than 
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Moses’ nephews were authorized to incorporate foreign fire 
into their worship (Lev. 10:1-3). 

The Bible everywhere represents God communicating 
His word through preachers—not actors. God wants His 
word presented very simply through oral proclamation 
without the distractions and inventions of man (I Cor. 2:1- 
5). Those pushing for drama in the worship assembly are 
essentially declaring to God that His way of communicating 
His will is inadequate, defective, and culturally obsolete. 
The ultimate effect of this alteration will be a devaluing of 
preaching. The crucial role of preaching will inevitably be 
undermined and the impact that God intended for preaching 
to have upon the church will be hampered. 


Conclusion 
Drama will not contribute any positive elements to the 
communication event—except the dimension of entertain- 
ment and human performance. Drama does not elevate the 
spirituality of the worshipper. All that God wants 
accomplished is achieved through a simple preaching of His 
word. Ultimately, drama trivializes the gospel. It transforms 
the gospel proclamation into a spectator sport. 
Paul’s words to Timothy provide a fitting summary to 

_ the way God wants His words disseminated and stand in 
stark contrast to the performing and acting that accompanies 
drama: 

I charge you therefore before God and the Lord 

Jesus Christ, who will judge the living and the 

dead at His appearing and His kingdom: Preach 

the word! Be ready in season and out of season. 

Convince, rebuke, exhort, with all longsuffering 

and teaching. For the time will come when they 

will not endure sound doctrine, but according to 

their own desires, because they have itching ears, 

they will heap up for themselves teachers; and 

they will turn their ears away from the truth, and 

be turned aside to fables. But you be watchful in 

all things, endure afflictions, do the work of an 

evangelist, fulfill your ministry (II Tim. 4:1-5). 
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There is simply no room for drama, plays, or acting in the 
worship of the church. 
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his book Navigating the Winds of Change (Abilene, TX: ACU 
Press, 1994), pp. 84,201. 


2 Note the elaboration of this distinction in Edward C. 
Wharton, Christianity: A Clear Case of History! (West Monroe, 
LA: Howard Book House, 1977). 


3 For discussions of drama and related uses of the theatre 
in antiquity, see the article on “Theatre” in John M’Clintock and 
James Strong, eds., Cyclopaedia of Biblical, Theological, and 
Ecclesiastical Literature, vol. 10 (1881; repr. Grands Rapids, 
MI: Baker Book House, 1970), pp. 302-304; William T. Smith’s 
article on “Games” in James Orr, ed., International Standard 
Bible Encyclopedia, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Pub. Co., 1939), p. 1173. Early church writers were very severe 
in their denouncements of the theatre and anyone who would 
frequent it. The later development of religious theatrical 
performances was associated with the apostate church and 
corrupted forms of the Christian religion. 
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Chapter 24 


FEMALE LEADERSHIP 


ifs ae specific change—a further manifestation of the 
shifting in foundational moorings among churches of 
Christ—is the agitation in some brotherhood sectors to alter 
the role of women in worship. Many Christians were alarmed 
when women were allowed to teach mixed classes at the 
1989 Nashville Jubilee.! Yet such was just one more sign of 
an ever widening breach that has been occurring within 
churches of Christ for some two 
decades. The magnitude of the | « 5 
cleavage is seen in the fact that “Your desire shall 


while some were shocked that be for your hus- 
women taught mixed classes, many banger boa 
others were surprised that anyone ; 
was bothered by the happening. rule over you 
Since that time, several other —Genesis 3:16 
brotherhood occurrences have served 
only to confirm the direction evident 
' at Jubilee. 

On July 31, 1988, the elders of the Bering Drive Church 
of Christ in Houston, Texas announced their intention to 
encourage “the expression of women’s gifts” in congregational 
worship services. By 1992, women were leading prayers, 
reading Scriptures, and waiting on the Lord’s table in the 
regular worship of the church. In January, 1990, the elders 
of the Cahaba Valley Church of Christ in Birmingham, 
Alabama announced their decision to gradually include 
women in roles of leadership. Female deacons have since 
been appointed and women lead prayers, serve communion, 
and read Scriptures during the Sunday morning worship 
assembly. 

The 1990 Freed-Hardeman University Preachers’ and 
Church Workers’ Forum addressed the subject of the role of 
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women. Two of the four scheduled speakers openly argued 
for expanded leadership roles for women.? The 1991 Lubbock 
Christian University Lectureship provided an occasion in 
which the two opposing views on the role of women were 
presented.4 Robert H. Rowland has written a radical book 
in which he concludes that women are restricted in the New 
Testament from serving or leading in only one area—the 
eldership.© In 1992, the Christian Chronicle carried the 
following announcement: 
D’Esta Love, dean of students at Pepperdine 
University, gave the first prayer by a woman in a 
convocation ceremony on Aug. 31. According to the 
Graphic, Pepperdine student newspaper, the 
university decided earlier this year to utilize 
women fully in all the institution’s public 
assemblies.® 


These few examples among many ought to alert a 
sleeping brotherhood to the extent to which churches of Christ 
are facing a division of the magnitude of the one which 
occurred in the last century. The cry of those who are pressing 
the feminist agenda is that churches of Christ in the past 
have restricted women in roles of leadership and worship 
simply because of culture and flawed hermeneutical 
principles. They say we are the product of a male-dominated 
society and have consequently misconstrued the contextual 
meaning of the relevant biblical passages. 

If one who studies the biblical text concludes that 
women are not to be restricted in worship, he is hailed as 
engaging in “fresh scholarly exegesis.” But the one who 
studies the text and concludes that God intended for women 
to be subordinate to male leadership in worship is guilty of 
prejudice and being unduly influenced by “Church of Christ 
tradition” or “cultural. baggage.” How can it be that the 
former’s religious practice and interpretation of Scripture is 
somehow curiously exempt from imbibing the spirit of an 
age in which feminist ideology has Sa ans virtually every 
segment of American society? 
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Relevant Bible Principles 

A detailed study of the relevant biblical texts in one 
chapter in one book is impossible. However, God’s word is 
essentially simple on any significant subject in the Bible. It 
is the recently emerging “scholars” with their intellectual 
complexities and imported seminary bias who have 
contributed to the confusion over this subject.’ 

Chapters eleven and fourteen of First Corinthians 
constitute a context dealing with disorders in the worship 
assembly.8 Paul articulates the transcultural principie for 
all people throughout history in 11:3. “Head” clearly refers 
not to “source” but to “authority.” Therefore, God intends for 
women to be subordinate to men in worship. Corinthian 
women were obviously removing their veils and stepping 
forward in the assembly to lead with their Spirit-imparted, 
miraculous capabilities, i.e., prophecy (12:10; 14:31) and 
prayer (14:14-15). Such activity was a direct violation of the 
subordination principle, although Paul does not so state until 
chapter fourteen. He instead confines his directives 
concerning female leadership in worship in chapter eleven 
to the propriety of the female removing the cultural symbol 
of submission. 

The women were removing their veils because they 
‘understood that to stand and exercise a spiritual gift in the 
assembly was an authoritative act of leadership. To wear a 
symbol of submission to authority (the veil) while 
simultaneously conducting oneself in an authoritative fashion 
(to lead in worship) was self-contradictory. Paul’s insistence 
that women keep their veils on during the worship assembly 
amounted to an implicit directive to refrain from leading in 
the assembly. The allusions to Creation law (11:7-9; cf., 14:34) 
underscore the fact that Paul sees the restrictions on women 
as rooted in the created order. Also, Paul makes clear that 
such restrictions apply equally to all churches of Christ 
(11:16). 

In chapter fourteen, Paul addresses further the 
confusion over spiritual gifts and returns specifically to the 
participation of women in the exercise of these gifts in the 


————— 
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assembly. He again emphasizes the universal practice of 
churches of Christ: “as in all churches of the saints” (14:33).9 
The women who possessed miraculous gifts were not to 
exercise them in the mixed worship assembly of the church. 
To do so was disgraceful—“a shame” (14:35). To insist upon 
doing so was equivalent to (1) presuming to be the authors 
of God’s word and (2) assuming that God’s standards do not 
apply to everyone (14:36). 

Granted, First Corinthians chapters eleven and fourteen 
address a unique situation. After all, spiritual gifts are no 
longer available to the church (I Cor. 13:8-11) and veils are 
no longer a cultural symbol of female submission. 
Nevertheless, both passages demonstrate the clear 
application of the transcultural principle (female 
subordination in worship) to a specific cultural circumstance. 
The underlying submission principle remains intact as an 
inbuilt constituent element of the created order. 


The Central Scripture 

The premier passage in the New Testament which treats 
the role of women in worship is I Timothy 2:8-15.10 The 
remote context of the book is proper behavior in the life of 
the church (I Tim. 3:15). The immediate context of chapter 
two is worship, specifically prayer (I Tim. 2:1, 8). The context 
does not limit the worship to the church assembly, but 
includes the life of the church in general. 

Paul affirms that males (andras) are to lead prayers 
anywhere people meet for worship. “Lifting up holy hands” 
is a figure of speech, metonymy, in which a posture of prayer 
is put in place of prayer itself. Their prayers are to usher 
forth out of holy lives. On the other hand, women are 
admonished to focus upon appropriate apparel and a 
submissive attitude. Notice the contrast set up in the passage: 
Men need to be holy, spiritual leaders in worship while 
women need to be modest and unassuming. “Silence” and 
“subjection” in this passage relate specifically to the exercise 
of spiritual authority over adult males in the church. “Usurp” 
(KJV) is not in the original text. “Authentein” should be 


248 


translated “to have authority.” Thus women are not to teach 
nor in any other way to have authority over men in worship. 

Why? Why would an inspired apostle place such 
limitations upon Christian women? On account of the culture 
of that day? Was Paul merely accommodating an 
unenlightened, hostile environment, stalling for time and 
keeping prejudice to a minimum, until he could teach them 
the gospel? Absolutely not! The Holy Spirit gives the reason 
for the limitations, and that reason transcends all culture 
and all locales. Paul states that women are not to exercise 
spiritual authority over men because Adam was created 
before Eve. Here we are given the heart and core of God’s 
will concerning how men and women are to function and 
relate to one another. 

Paul is saying that God’s original design for the human 
race entailed the creation of the male first as an indication 
of his responsibility to be the spiritual leader of the home. 
He was created to function as the head or leader in the home 
and in the church. That is his functional purpose. Woman, 
on the other hand, was specifically designed and created for 
the purpose of being a subordinate assistant. 

This explains why God gave spiritual teaching to Adam 
before Eve was created, implying that Adam had the created 
responsibility to teach his wife (Gen. 2:15-17). This explains 
why the female is twice stated to have been created to be “an 
help meet for him,” i.e., a helper suitable for the man (Gen. 
2:18, 20). This explains why the Genesis text clearly indicates 
that in a unique sense, the woman was created for the man— 
not vice versa. This explains why God brought the woman 
“to the man” (Gen. 2:22), again, as if she was made “for 
him”—not vice versa. Adam confirms this understanding by 
stating “the woman whom You gave to be with me” (Gen. 
3:12). This explains why Paul argued on the basis of this 
very distinction: “Nor was man created for the woman, but 
woman for the man” (I Cor. 11:9). 

Further, this explains the implied authority of the man 
over the woman in his act of naming the woman (Gen. 2:23; 
3:20). The Jews understood this divinely designed order, 
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evidenced by the practice of primogeniture—the firstborn 
male. God could have created the man and the woman 
simultaneously. But his creation of the man first was 
specifically intended to communicate the authority/ 
submission order of the human race (cf., I Cor. 11:8). 

Paul elaborated upon this principle in I Timothy 2:14 
by noting an example of what can happen when men and 
women tamper with God’s original intentions. When Eve 
took the spiritual initiative above her husband and Adam 
failed to take the lead and exercise spiritual authority over 
his wife, Satan was able to wreak havoc on the home and 
introduce sin into the world (Gen. 3). Paul is not suggesting 
that women are more gullible than men. He is showing that 
when men or women fail to conform themselves to the created 
order and tamper with divinely intended roles, spiritual 
vulnerability to sin naturally follows. 

God’s appraisal of the matter is seen when He confronts 
the pair. He speaks first to the head of the home (Gen. 3:9). 
His declaration to Eve reaffirms the fact that she must not 
yield to the inclination to take the lead in spiritual matters. 
Rather, she must submit to the rule of her husband (Gen. 
3:16; cf., 4:4). When God says to Adam, “Because you have 
heeded the voice of your wife...” (Gen. 3:17), He was calling 
attention to the fact that Adam had failed to exercise spiritual 
leadership and thereby circumvented the divine arrangement 
of male-female relations. 

Paul concluded his instructions by noting how women 
may be preserved from falling into the same trap of assuming 
unauthorized authority. “She shall be saved in childbearing” 
(I Tim. 2:15). “Childbearing” is the figure of speech known 
as synecdoche in which a part stands for the whole. Thus, 
Paul is referring to the whole of female responsibility. Women 
may avoid taking to themselves an illicit function by 
concentrating on the function assigned to them by God, 
undertaken with faith, love, and holiness in sobriety (i.e., 
self-control). 

Some argue that this text applies to husbands and 
wives rather than to men and women in general. However, 
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the context of I Timothy is not the home, but the church 
(I Tim. 3:15). Likewise, the use of the plural with the absence 
of the article in 2:9 and 2:11 suggests women in general. 
Nothing in the context would cause one to conclude that 
Paul is referring only to husbands and wives. Besides, would 
Paul restrict wives from leadership roles in the church but 
then permit single women to lead? 


Deaconesses 

One area in which change agents are attempting to 
expand the role of women in the church is with regard to the 
alleged existence of deaconesses in the New Testament. Only 
two passages even hint of such an office: Romans 16:1-2 and 
I Timothy 3:11. In Romans 16:1, the term translated 
“servant” in the KJV is the Greek word diakonos, an 
indeclinable term meaning “one who serves or ministers.” It 
is of common gender (i.e., may refer to men or women) and 
occurs in the following verses: Matthew 20:26; 22:13; 23:11; 
Mark 9:35; 10:43° John 2:5,9° 12:26: Romans 15:4;°15:8;.1 
Corinthians 3:5; 16:1; IJ Corinthians 3:6; 6:4; 11:15,23; 
Galatians 2:17; Ephesians 3:7; 6:21; Philippians 1:1; Col. 

1:7,23,25; 4:7; I Thessalonians 3:2; I Timothy 3:8,12; 4:6. 
The term is used in the New Testament in two senses. 
First, it is used as a technical term for a formal office in 
the church to which one may be appointed by meeting certain 
qualifications. Second, it is used as a nontechnical term 
for the informal activity of serving or attending to. Additional 
words in the New Testament which have both a technical 
and nontechnical facet include “apostle,” “elder,” and 
“shepherd.” To be rational in one’s analysis of a matter, one 
must draw only those conclusions that are warranted by the 
evidence. In the matter of deaconesses, we should only 
conclude that a deaconess is being referred to when the 
context plainly shows the office is under consideration. 

In Romans 13:4, the civil government is said to be 
God’s deacon. In Romans 15:8, Christ is said to be a deacon 
of the Jews. In II Corinthians 3:6 and 6:4, Paul is said to be 
a deacon of the New Covenant and a deacon of God. Apollos 
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is listed with Paul as a deacon in I Corinthians 3:5. Obviously, 
these are all nontechnical uses of the term referring to the 
service or assistance being rendered. 

Nothing in the context of Romans 16:1 warrants the 
conclusion that Paul was describing Phoebe as an official 
appointee—a deaconess. “Our sister” designates her church 
membership and “servant” specifies the special efforts she 
extended to the church in Cenchrea where she was an active, 
caring member. Being a “servant of the church” no more 
implies a formal appointee than does the expression in 
Colossians 1:25 where Paul is said to be the church’s servant. 

Some have insisted that the term in Romans 16:2 
translated “help” implies a technical usage. It is true that 
prostatis can mean a helper in the sense of presiding with 
authority. But this word carries the same inbuilt obscurity 
that diakonos does in that it has a formal and informal 
sense. But since the verse explicitly states that Phoebe was 
a “helper” to Paul, the nontechnical usage must be in view. 
She would not have exercised authority over Paul. Even 
his fellow apostles did not do that since he exercised high 
authority direct from the Lord (I Cor. 14:37-38; Gal. 1:6-12; 
II Thess. 3:14). Only Christ wielded authority over Paul. 

Romans 16:2 is actually employing a play on words. 
Paul tells the Corinthians to “help” (paristemi) Phoebe since 
she has been a “help” (prostatis) to many, including Paul 
himself. While the masculine noun prostates can mean 
“leader,” the actual feminine noun prostatis means 
“protectress, patroness, helper.”!! Paul was saying, “Help 
Phoebe as she has helped others and me.” She has been a 
concerned, generous, hospitable, dedicated contributor to the 
Lord’s work. Paul was paying her a tremendous tribute and 
expressing publicly the honor due her. But he was not 
acknowledging her as an office holder in the church. 

The second passage that some have appealed to in 
order to find sanction for deaconesses in the church is I 
Timothy 3:11. In the midst of a listing of the qualifications 
of deacons, Paul refers to women. What women? Is Paul 
referring to the wives of the church officers or is he referring 
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to female appointees, i.e., deaconesses? Once again, the 
underlying Greek term is of no help to us since gunaikas, 
from gune, also has both a technical and nontechnical sense. 
It can mean a “wife” or simply a “female” or “woman.” It is 
used both ways in I Timothy: “female” (2:9-12,14); “wife” 
coped WS Se Ie 

Five contextual observations provide assistance in 
ascertaining the meaning of the passage. First, a woman 
cannot be “the husband of one wife” (3:12). Second, in a 
discussion of male deacons from 3:8-13, it would be unusual 
to switch to female deacons in the middle for one verse 
without some clarification. Third, referring to the wives of 
church officers would be appropriate since family conduct is 
a qualifying concern (3:2,4-5,12). Fourth, “likewise” (3:11) 
could simply mean that wives are to have similar virtues as 
the deacons without implying they share the same office (cf., 
1 Tim. 5:25; Tit. 2:3). Fifth, lack of the possessive genitive 
with gunaikas (“of deacons”) or “their” does not rule out 
wives of deacons since neither is used in other cases where 
men/women are being described as wives/husbands (Col. 3:18- 
19; Eph. 5:22-25; I Cor. 7:2-4,11,14,33; Matt. 18:25; Mark 
41052). 

Insufficient textual evidence exists to warrant the 
conclusion that the office of deaconess is referred to in the 
New Testament. Outside the New Testament, Pliny, Governor 
of Bythynia, wrote a letter to Emperor Trajan about 110 
A.D. referring in Latin to two ministrae. This term has the 
same ambiguity within it that diakonos has. He could be 
referring to official appointees or simply to servants. Of 
course, a passing reference by an uninformed nonChristian 
is hardly trustworthy evidence anyway. Christian historical 
sources from this same period do not refer to the existence 
of female appointees even though they do discuss church 
organization. 

Not until the late third century in the Syrian 
Didascalia do we find reference to deaconesses. Their work 
consisted of assisting at the baptism of women, going into 
homes of heathens where believing women lived, and visiting 
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the sick (ministering to them and bathing them). A fullblown 
church order of deaconesses does not appear until the fourth/ 
fifth centuries. Again, their responsibilities consisted of 
keeping the doors, aiding in female baptisms, and doing 
other work with women. Those within the church today who 
are pushing for the installation of deaconesses would hardly 
be content with doing these tasks. 

Even if women were deacons in the New Testament 
church, they would not have functioned in any sort of 
leadership or authority position over men. They were not to 
be appointed as elders. If Acts chapter six is describing 
deacons (the verb form is used), they were all males and 
their specific task entailed distribution of physical assistance 
to widows. : 

The evidence is simply lacking. The existence of a female 
diaconate within the New Testament cannot be demonstrated. 
Those who insist upon establishing such an office do so 
without the authority of the Scriptures behind them.12 

A final word needs to be said concerning the fact that 
both men and women must remember that Bible teaching 
on difference in role in no way implies a difference in worth, 
value, or ability. Galatians 3:28 (“neither male nor female”), 
I Timothy 2:15 (“she shall be saved”), and I Peter 3:7 (“heirs 
together of the grace of life”) all show that males and females 
are equals as far as their person and salvation status are 
concerned. Women are not inferior to men anymore than 
Christ is inferior to God, citizens are inferior to the President, 
or church members are inferior to elders. The differentiation 
is purely a matter of function, assigned tasks, and sphere of 
responsibility. The question for us is: “How willing are we 
to fit ourselves into God’s arrangement?” 


Conclusion 
The tremendous upsurge of feminism in our country is 
impacting virtually every sphere of American culture. As 
usual, the church of our Lord is feeling the effects of this 
scenario. Those who resist these human innovations are 
considered tradition-bound, resistant to change, narrow- 
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minded, etc., as if they cannot hold honest, studied convictions 
on such matters. I, for one, would be perfectly willing for 
women to have complete access to leadership roles in the 
church. Many talented, godly women have abilities and 
talents that would enable them to surpass many of the male 
worship leaders functioning today. However, the Bible stands 
as an unalterable, eternal declaration of God’s will on the 
matter. By those words we will be judged (John 12:48). 
May we all bow humbly and submissively before the God of 
Heaven. 


Endnotes 
1 Events at the Jubilee are fully documented in a packet of 
information prepared by Don McWhorter of Fayette, Alabama. 


2 Written documents are available from both of these 
churches delineating their views and activities. Phone calls to the 
church offices confirmed these practices. 


3 The materials presented at the Forum have been placed in 
book form: Gender and Ministry (Huntsville, AL: Publishing 
Designs, Inc., 1990). 


4 Audio tapes of the interchange between myself and ACU 
professor Tom Geer may be secured from Tullstar, 504 Cosgrove, 
San Antonio, TX 78210. 


5 Robert H. Rowland, “I Permit Not A Woman...” To 
Remain Shackled (Newport, OR: Lighthouse Publishing Co., 
1991), pp. 161-62. 


6 Partners’ Progress,” Christian Chronicle (Nov. 1992), 
p. 4. - 


7 e.g., Carroll Osburn has become a primary proponent of 
expanded roles for women in worship. See the book he edited— 
Essays On Women in Earliest Christianity, vol. 1 (Joplin, MO: 
College Press Publishing Co., 1993) and his own book, Women in 
the Church (Abilene, TX: Restoration Perspectives, 1994). In 
this latter volume, he concludes his discussion of I Tim. 2—“Put 
simply, any female who has sufficient and accurate information 
may teach that information in a gentle spirit to whomever in 
whatever situation they may be” (p. 115). In contrast, a number 
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of excellent works have been written to counteract the feminist 
viewpoint and set forth an accurate interpretation of the biblical 
passages, including: Jim Laws, ed., Women To The Glory of 
God (Memphis, TN: Getwell Church of Christ, 1994); Jack Cottrell, 
Feminism and the Bible (Joplin, MO: College Press Pub. Co., 
1992); John M. Hicks and Bruce L. Morton, Woman’s Role in the 
Church (Shreveport, LA: Lambert Book House, 1978); Thomas B. 
Warren, ed., “Woman—In the View of God,” The Spiritual Sword 
6/4 (July, 1975); Alan E. Highers, ed., “Role of Women in the 
Church,” The Spiritual Sword 22/2 (Jan., 1991). See also Dave 
Miller, “Feminist Attitudes Toward the Bible,” The Spiritual 
Sword 27/2 (Jan., 1996). 


8 The entire pericope of 11:2-14:40 concerns the worship 
assembly, i.e., “when you come together” (cf., 11:17, 18, 20, 33; 
14:23-26). 


9 Grammatically, “as in all churches of the saints” links 
with “let your women keep silence.” Cf., the ASV, RSV, NIV, NEB, 
NAB, etc. 


10 This analysis of I Timothy chapter two is greatly condensed 
from an extended treatment that may be found in two sources: the 
above volume Women to the Glory of God, pp. 273-297; “An 
Exegesis of 1 Tim. 2:11-15 (Part 1) & (Part 2),” The Restorer 14/ 
3 & 14/4 (March & April, 1994), pp. 12-16 & pp. 9-14. 


11 William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek- 
English Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago, IL: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1957), p. 718. 


12 Fora helpful discussion of deaconesses, see Jack Lewis, 
Exegesis of Difficult Passages (Searcy, AR: Resource 
Publications, 1988), pp. 105-109. 


Chapter 25 


RELIGIOUS HOLIDAYS 


cote: change being implemented in churches and 
growing in popularity is the formal observance of 
religious holidays, specifically Christmas and Easter.! 
Churches are now placing Christmas trees in their buildings. 
Preachers are preaching Christmas 
“You obseroe days | sermons and congregations are 
singing Christmas songs in the 
regular worship assembly of the 
seasons and years. church. Easter sunrise services are 


and months and 


G if f faddish—often in conjunction with 
ays © fe denominational churches.2 Drama 
for you... often enters into the picture with 


—Galatians 4:10-11 | churches offering fullscale holiday 
pageants and _ performances 
complete with actors/actresses, costumes, and choral 
productions. 

Like many other practices, the observance of holidays 
in the context of the church as a religious activity is a recent 
innovation among churches of Christ. It demonstrates a 
convergence of several worship practices which are foreign 
to the New Testament: choirs, dramatic acting, female 
leadership in worship, and religious holidays. 

As will be discussed in Chapter 40, at the heart of this 
change, and all other changes, is the question of biblical 
authority. Must we have God’s explicit or implicit approval 
for what we do in religion? Does God want us to celebrate 
Christ’s birth? Does God want us to observe in a religious 
sense the resurrection of Christ on a particular Sunday in 
the Spring? Obviously, God has not so indicated. On the 
other hand, He has indicated that He does want us to 
commemorate the death of Christ every Sunday (see Chapter 
27 on the Lord’s Supper). The current climate in the church 
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is such that to question the practice of observing religious 
holidays is tantamount to consigning oneself to the role of 
Scrooge. 

God obviously intends for the Bible to direct the daily 
behavior of human beings because His Word contains the 
principles from which we can learn how to please Him. 
Consequently, before participating in a given activity, the 
Christian should be careful to measure the activity against 
God’s words. In days gone by, Christians understood that 
God permits participation in national festive holidays as 
long as unauthorized religious activity does not enter into 
the observance. 

One such practice is Halloween. Some brethren labor 
at length to delve into the remote, ancient roots of this 
holiday observance. They find that various aspects of the 
holiday are associated with certain pagan, superstitious ideas. 
They then conclude that Christians ought to refrain from 
having anything to do with Halloween because of these 
ancient connections. However, this line of reasoning is faulty 
and unbiblical. Christians are not responsible for the 
connotations associated with the long-forgotten origins of a 
given practice. Rather, what God holds us accountable for 
are the current cultural connotations. 

An example of this principle in Scripture is seen in 
Exodus 23:19 (cf., Exod. 34:26; Deut. 14:21). The Mosaic 
injunction that forbade boiling a baby goat in its mother’s 
milk puzzled students of the Bible for centuries. Why would 
God make such a rule? Extensive Ugaritic literature 
unearthed at Ras Shamra, dating back to the fifteenth 
century B.C., finally revealed the answer. Documents mention 
the pagan cultic rite of boiling a kid in its mother’s milk as 
an acceptable way to approach a god! For God’s people to 
have engaged in this practice, they would have identified 
themselves with superstitious heathen practice, giving 
credence to pagan gods while associating the God of heaven 
with the false gods of men. 

Boiling a baby goat in its mother’s milk would not be 
a violation of God’s will today because the Law of Moses is 
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not binding and because the practice is not associated in our 
culture with the worship of false gods. Placing on one’s shelf 
an Avon cologne bottle in the shape of a golden calf would 
not be sin today for the same reason. However, for an Israelite 
in 1500 B.C. it would have been disastrous. Another example 
of this principle is seen in Leviticus 19:27 (cf., Jer. 9:26; 
25:23; 49:32). The Gentiles were known for cutting their 
hair as a religious rite in honor of an idol. Consequently, 
God’s people in that day needed to be conscious of their 
practice in the face of false religion. 

The principle for us today relates to the current cultural 
connotations of any given practice. It makes no difference 
what we might uncover when we trace a given practice back 
through the ages if, in fact, that practice no longer carries 
those connotations. Literally scores of daily activities, if traced 
back through centuries of cultural build-up and societal 
fluctuation to their origins, would be found to have strange, 
even shocking, connections. For example, June weddings 
date back to Roman women who chose to marry in June 
because the goddess Juno was guardian of the female sex. 
To marry in June guaranteed the blessings of the patron 
- goddess. 

The word “Thursday” derives from the fusion of an Old 
English (before A. D. 1050) term “Thunres doeg” (day of 
Thunor) and an Old Norse (before A. D. 1500) term 
“Thorsdagr” (day of Thor). Both of these terms are actually 
translations of the late Latin (A. D. 200 to 600) term “dies 
Jovis” (day of Jove). The fact that our word “Thursday” is 
rooted in the pagan dedication of a day of the week to the 
god “Thor” is not likely to cause me to cease using the term 
or observing that day of the .week! Knowing the origin of 
June weddings is not likely to cause me to oppose them. 
God does not hold us responsible for such ancient links. The 
question with which He is concerned is what does this 
activity, practice or observance mean to society now. 

What does Halloween mean to our culture? Halloween 
to the average American is a time when children wear 
costumes, go to haunted houses, drink hot apple cider, and 
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carve a pumpkin. Halloween is the one day of the year when 
a child can knock on the door of a total stranger and expect 
to receive candy! Some have traced the practice of “trick or 
treating” to Ireland at harvest time. The poor would go to 
the rich and ask for food. If they did not receive what they 
requested, they would offer a threat: trick or treat. They 
would hollow out potatoes, place a candle in them, and use 
them to light their way. 

But all such origins are actually irrelevant. The meaning 
attached in our culture to any given observance becomes the 
key for ascertaining whether the practice is authorized by 
the principles of Scripture. Even the upsurge of witchcraft 
and Satanism is not actually directly linked to Halloween. 
However, the eventual development of possible ties bears 
some consideration by the discerning Christian. We should 
approach several other holidays with the same perspective. 
Christmas and Easter have religious overtones for some 
people. However, the Christmas tree, turkey and dressing, 
exchanging gifts, and Santa Claus are religiously neutral 
activities. The Easter bunny and hunting Easter eggs are 
equally harmless and do not automatically associate the 
Christian who practices them with false religion. 

Specifically with regard to Christmas, two extremes 
exist among believers. Some clamor for Christ to be put back 
into Christmas. Others conscientiously object to the 
Christian’s use of a Christmas tree or any other signs of 
participation. Two biblical principles ought to guide our 
thinking. In the first place, as discussed above, God has 
always been concerned with the religious implications of 
practices that the believer adopts. God wants us to refrain 
from engaging in religious activities that are equated with 
false religion. Second, God desires that we engage only in 
those religious practices which are authorized (I Cor. 4:6; 
Col. 3:17; II John 9). If religious activity is not in accordance 
with written revelation, it is sinful (Lev. 10:1-3; I Chron. . 
15:13; Gal. 4:8-11). 

What are the implications of these two divine 
guidelines? First, Christians do not observe Christmas as a 
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religious holiday. As a religious holy day, it is unauthorized. 
Scripture repeatedly stresses religious observance of Christ’s 
death (Luke 22:19; Acts 2:42; I Cor. 11:26), but makes no 
provision for the observance of Christ’s birth. To observe 
Christmas as a religious activity is to identify one’s self 
with religious groups that worship God vainly (Matthew 
15:9). God wants His people to appear to the world separate 
and distinct from counterfeit religion (II Cor. 6:16-17). 

Second, while Christians will avoid using symbols that 
associate the holiday season with unauthorized religious 
activity (like angels and nativity scenes), they can feel 
perfectly free to observe Christmas as a festive national 
holiday (Rom. 14:5-6). Decorating trees, giving gifts, and the 
like, are not necessarily associated with a religious 
observance of Christmas, as is readily apparent from the 
fact that thousands of non-religious, atheistic, and Jewish 
Americans observe the holiday season with all of the cultural 
trimmings (lights, trees, gifts, etc.). They do so without 
assigning a “Christian” significance to the practice. In light 
of biblical teaching, Christians are to consider the current 
cultural connotations of any given activity. 

Closely associated with this discussion is the tendency 
to isolate in Scripture various cultural practices and to assign 
religious connotations to them. Kiss-greetings, the wearing 
of veils by females, fasting, and washing the feet of guests 
are activities that were common long before the advent of 
Christianity. Yet, some today maintain that these were 
peculiarly and uniquely religious practices that ought to be 
reinstated in church ritual. Such a viewpoint simply fails to 
make the scriptural distinction between enjoined religious 
action and common cultural amenities. (Consult further 
comments on this matter in Chapter 8). 

One other point merits attention. Some are prone to 
apply I Thessalonians 5:22 to these matters, arguing that 
observance of Halloween, Christmas, and other holidays may 
not be wrong in themselves, but risk appearing to be wrong. 
However, such reasoning is once again simply uninformed 
concerning Bible teaching. The term “appearance” in I 
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Thessalonians 5:22 (KJV) has a completely different meaning 
from the one conveyed by our English term. The word would 
be better translated “form” (as in the ASV, NKJV, NASB, 
RSV). The verse is merely warning Christians to abstain 
from every kind of evil or sin in whatever form it occurs. 


Conclusion 

We have no more sanction from God to engage in the 
religious observance of Christmas and Easter in our churches 
than we have to observe any other event or moment in the 
life of Christ. Shall we begin “celebrating” in our churches 
the event in the life of Christ which occurred when He was 
twelve years old (Luke 2:41-50)? Shall we have a “Father’s 
business” day? What about the moment in His life when He 
cleansed the temple of the moneychangers (Luke 19:45-46)? 
Shall we begin celebrating “temple cleansing” day? Once 
human inclination becomes the determiner, the possibilities 
are endless. 

May God help us to reject the religious observance of 
holidays in our churches. May God help us to weigh His 
Word carefully and to apply it accurately to every situation 
we face in life. May we refrain from making laws where God 
has not done so. But may we resist the illicit tendency to 
disguise our appetite for the aesthetic and our thirst for 
entertaining performances with pious concern for the 
spiritual. May we possess the attitude that demonstrates 
willingness to sacrifice whatever practices are found to be 
out of harmony with the will of God. 


Endnotes 

1 For example, “A Christmas Storybook for the Family 
presented by Infinity with Cindy Lou and The Richland Hills 
Family Singers, Sunday, December 20, 1992, 6:00 p.m. in the 
auditorium of the Richland Hills Church of Christ, North Richland 
Hills, Texas”; or “The Richland Hills Family Singers FirstLight 
Productions and the Drama Ministry present the premiere 
performance of “The Second Shepherds’ Reunion,’ a Christmas 
musical drama, Sunday, December 19, 1993, 6:00 p.m., Richland 
Hills Church of Christ Auditorium”; the same church sells “Christ, 
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the Messiah”—a “Christmas Album by the Richland Hills Family 
Singers”; or “The Altamesa Chorale will present a Christmas concert 
following the 6:00 p.m. assembly of the Altamesa Church of Christ, 
Fort Worth, Texas” (The Family News, vol. 8, no. 48, December 
13, 1992); or “Preparations for a holiday musical entitled ‘O Holy 
Night’ are underway at Quaker Ave. church of Christ in Lubbock. 
The musical will be held on Dec. 11-12 at 8 p.m. each night. There 
will be about 80 participants from the congregation involved in 
acting, singing and direction, as well as costumes, scenery and 
special effects” (Southwest Christian News, vol. 1, issue 6, 
December 1992). These examples could be multiplied many times 
over. 


2 For example, the Golf Course Road Church of Christ in 
Midland, Texas held a “Community Sunrise Service” on “Easter 
Morning,” April 11, 1993 and April 3, 1994 at 7:00 am. The 
occasions included “special music,” “communion service,” and “a 
message of hope and celebration” (The Christian Caller, vol. 19, 
no. 13 and vol. 20, no. 13). The same church participated in a 
“Community Thanksgiving Celebration” on Sunday night, 
November 21, 1993 at 7:30 p.m. at the Midland High School 
Auditorium. The Emcee for the occasion was Randy Fenter, the 
preacher at Golf Course Road; the keynote speaker was a professor 
from the Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary; the “special 
message” speaker was the pastor of Crestview Baptist Church; 
and the Golf Course Road “music minister,” Ken Young, directed 
the “special singing” by the “Community Grand Chorus.” The whole 
affair was advertised in the following words: “This unique 
celebration is sponsored and coordinated by the Golf Course Road 
Church of Christ, Midland” (The Christian Caller, vol. 19, no. 
45, Nov. 10, 1993). The Woodmont Hills Church of Christ where 
Rubel Shelly preaches participated in a “community post-Easter 
worship service” in the main auditorium of the Woodmont Christian 
Church together with Woodmont Baptist, Covenant Presbyterian, 
St. Paul Southern Methodist, Trinity Presbyterian and Calvary 
United Methodist churches on April 10, 1994 (Love Lines, 
Nashville, TN: Woodmont Hills Church of Christ Bulletin, April 
13, 1994). 
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Chapter 26 


DEDICATING BABIES 


number of churches are encouraging young couples to 

bring their newborn infants down to the front of the 
auditorium during the regular church worship assembly. 
The preacher will take the child in his arms while he and 
the child’s parents face the assembly. He will say a few 
warm words of thankfulness for the 
child and express the sentiments of “These things 
all that the child will grow up to be 
a Christian. He may urge the indeed have an 
parents to fulfill their responsibility appearance of 
to bring the child up with proper 
spiritual training. Or he may 
express hope that God will bless the imposed religion f 
parents and their new addition to —Colossians 2:23 
their family. Perhaps a prayer will 
then be worded before the congregation in behalf of the 
couple and their child. 

Notice that the act of praying for parents and children 
is a perfectly scriptural practice. But our churches have 
been engaging in this practice a long time. Prayer is one 
authorized worship activity enjoined by God in the church 
worship assembly. We have long been praying for each 
other—for mothers and fathers, children, the poor, widows 
and shut-ins, those in hospitals, etc. One cannot justify baby 
dedications on the ground that we are authorized by God to 
pray in worship. If so, the same child should be brought 
before the assembly repeatedly throughout life. But in 
actuality, prayers for a child’s physical and spiritual welfare 
should begin when a couple first realize they're going to - 
have a child and prayers should continue everyday 
thereafter. 

One cannot appeal to Scripture for justification of this 
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practice. The early church certainly could have practiced 
baby dedications if God had wanted them to do so. He did 
not. No cultural factors existed then and none exist now 
that warrant introduction of the practice. The accounts of 
Simeon and Anna (Luke 2:25-38) certainly lend no credibility 
to baby dedications for at least three reasons: (1) they lived 
before Christianity and New Testament church worship; 
(2) both were inspired individuals under direct guidance by 
God; (3) neither dedicated baby Jesus, but simply took the 
opportunity to look upon the Messiah for whom they had 
eagerly waited for many years. 

A baby dedication introduces an added dimension that 
goes beyond mere prayer. Baby dedications create a new act 
of worship that is completely foreign to the New Testament. 
Baby dedications are formal ceremonies that are patterned 
after the denominational practice of christening and infant 
baptism. Much of the religious world believes that babies 
are born sinners, having inherited the sin of Adam. 

In an effort to avoid the implications of this doctrine 
as it pertains to the birth of Jesus, in 1854 Pope Piux IX 
issued a papal pronouncement of the “Immaculate 
Conception” of Mary. Jesus could be born without inherited 
sin if his mother had been conceived without sin and thus 
had no inherited sin to pass on. Methodism officially 
repudiated the doctrine of inherited sin in 1910 and thereby 
transformed infant baptism (i.e., sprinkling) into simply a 
baby dedication ceremony.” Herein lies the catalyst for baby 
dedications among churches of Christ. 

Baby dedications among churches of Christ have not 
arisen from a careful analysis of Scripture. Rather, a few 
brethren have been eagerly scanning the religious landscape 
in an effort to find something new that could be used to 
“enhance” or “freshen up” a worship service. Though they 
have not advocated either inborn sin or sprinkling as yet, 
nevertheless they are simply mirroring false religion. They 
are making up their religious practice as they go along. With 
such an approach, the sky’s the limit. Like the scribes and 
Pharisees of Jesus’ day, they are inventing vain religious 
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activities (Matt. 15:1-9). Paul faced the same thing in the 
church of Christ at Colosse (Col. 2:16-23). 

The bottom line on this matter is that God has not 
instructed us to engage in dedication ceremonies of infants. 
To do so is to “go beyond what is written” (I Cor. 4:6). More 
will be said regarding the principle of authority in Chapter 
40. May God help us to conform ourselves to His simple 
instructions, ever heeding the profound warning of the wise 
man: “Do not add to His words lest He reprove you, and you 
be proved a liar” (Prov. 30:6). 


Endnotes 
1 Glenn Colley, “What’s Wrong With Having Dedication 
Services For Our Babies?” The Southwesterner (February 26, 
1995):3. 


2 For an excellent discussion of these matters, see Hugo 


McCord, “Baby Dedication Ceremony,” Vigil 22 (October 1994):78- 
80. 
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Chapter 27 


THE LoRpD’s SUPPER 


ae item of worship that is receiving the attention 
of the advocates of change concerns the Lord’s Supper. 
Some have asserted that the specific items used—the bread 
and grape juice—could be changed. They feel this change 
would make the occasion more meaningful and lessen the 
sameness of the practice. After all, they reason, it’s the 
; thought that counts anyway. While 
For G received | this point has been pressed more in 
the denominational world at large, 
In om the Lord that it has not received a great deal of 
which F also attention among churches of Christ. 
Where the Lord’s Supper has 
come under attack from within the 
church is in the area of frequency. 
The denominations have always felt that frequency does not 
matter. One can partake of the Lord’s Supper once a month, 
once a quarter, or once a year. Our brethren have, in 
accordance with Scripture, pointed out the error of this kind 
of thinking.! They have reaffirmed the biblical position that 
God intends for the church to observe the Lord’s Supper 
every week. The proponents of change have added another 
wrinkle to the situation. They are insisting that the Lord’s 
Supper may be observed on other days of the week in addition 
to Sunday. 


delivered fo you’ 
—I Cor. 11:23 


Preliminary Considerations 
Shortly before His death, Jesus celebrated the Old 
Testament feast of unleavened bread. In the process, He 
instituted the Lord’s Supper (I Cor. 11:20) and told His 
disciples that this “communion” (I Cor. 10:16) would be 
observed in the kingdom (Matt. 26:29). The bread and the 
fruit of the vine were to function as symbols for the body and 
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blood of Jesus which was offered on the cross as a sacrifice 
for the world. When is this practice of observing the Lord’s 
Supper to be done? On Sunday? Every Sunday? Only on 
Sunday? 

To answer these questions, we approach the Scriptures 
with a view to determining what they teach. Surely, one 
germaine consideration is what was the practice of the early 
church under the apostles’ guidance? When we read through 
the New Testament, we see what Christians actually 
practiced with regard to the Lord’s Supper and we see what 
the apostles thus sanctioned. 

A second key factor concerns the significance of the day 
Sunday? Jesus’ resurrection took place on Sunday (Mark 
16:1; Luke 23:1; John 20:1). Jesus met with His disciples 
after the resurrection on Sunday (John 20:19,26). Pentecost 
was a Jewish feast day (Lev. 23:15 ff), and it was on this 
feast day, ten days after the ascension of Jesus, that the 
church was established, which was a Sunday. The New 
Testament church assembled on Sunday (Acts 20:7; I Cor. 
16:2). The Lord’s Supper was observed on that day (Acts 
20:7). Certainly, the day Sunday is infused with considerable 
religious significance. 

Another factor to consider is the fact that the New 
Testament is silent on Saturday as being of any special 
significance to New Testament Christianity. Other than 
Sunday, Saturday is the only serious contender for the day 
of worship. The same is true with regard to early church 
history. While certainly not the deciding factor for New 
Testament Christians, early church history shows Acts 20:7 
is not an incidental reference. Observance of the Lord’s 
Supper on Sunday reflects the general practice of New 
Testament churches.? 

What is the doctrinal connection between the Lord’s 
Supper and Sunday? Jesus’ death and resurrection were 
intimately linked when the Lord’s Supper was observed on .- 
Sunday (I Cor. 11:26). We cannot argue for a Sunday 
assembly without arguing for Sunday communion. In 
Deuteronomy 5:12-15, the Sabbath commemorated the 
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Exodus—when the Jews were delivered from Egyptian 
bondage. Sunday, in like manner, is the day of a Christian’s 
deliverance. The Lord’s Supper is associated with this 
redemption and the nature of the church. It is a corporate 
act—thus done by all members when the assembly comes 
together on Sunday. The Lord’s Supper on any other day 
weakens its doctrinal significance.4 


Specific Scriptures® 


Acts 2:42,46 

In Acts 2:42, the use of the article “the” (in the Greek) 
indicates a particular event is under consideration as 
compared to a common meal (cf., I Cor. 10:16). “Breaking 
bread” is listed with other religious activities done by the 
church. The phrase, “continued steadfastly” (imperfect tense) 
indicates a customary, habitual practice, although the exact 
frequency is not given here. But the early church obviously 
partook more frequently than yearly, since a year had not 
passed since the establishment of the church. 

But what about Acts 2:46? Doesn’t it suggest observance 
of the Lord’s Supper on days other than Sunday? In order 
to use Acts 2:46 to support and defend daily observance of 
the Lord’s Supper, a person would have to prove the following 
unproveable points: (1) That “day by day” is an adverbial 
temporal modifier that necessarily modifies the phrase 
“breaking bread at home;” (2) That “breaking bread at home” 
refers to the Lord’s Supper only. 

One would have to know these two things before one 
could draw the conclusion that God sanctions partaking of 
the Lord’s Supper on some day other than Sunday. But one 
cannot ever know or prove these two points. In fact, the 
grammatical evidence points in the opposite direction. The 
use in verse forty-six of the correlative conjunction (“te”)® 
serves as a break in thought—a contrast—to guard against 
leaving the impression that the disciples stayed in the temple 
twenty-four hours a day (cf., the NIV). The parallel thought 
or idea conveyed by the double use of “te,” evident throughout 
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the context, is the unity or togetherness which the disciples 
enjoyed. In other words, they participated together in their 
religious activities, but they also continued their togetherness 
in their nonreligious acts of domestic socialization. 

Luke is informing us that the disciples stayed around 
the temple almost constantly after the momentous events of 
Pentecost, no doubt unwilling to miss any of the tremendous 
activities associated with the establishment of the church. 
However, they did go to their private homes in order to carry 
on the routine amenities associated with common meals. 
“Breaking bread,” therefore, in this verse refers, not to the 
Lord’s Supper, but to a common meal. The term “food” 
(“meat”—KJV), a term never used to refer to the Lord’s 
Supper, is explicative of the expression “breaking bread”— 
further proof that a common meal is under consideration.’ 

Insufficient evidence exists to warrant the conclusion 
that the church can partake of the Lord’s Supper on any day 
but Sunday. Acts 2:46 provides no authority for partaking 
of the Lord’s Supper on any day but Sunday. 


Acts 20:7 

In Acts chapter twenty, we find considerable information 
regarding the early church’s handling of the Lord’s Supper. 
Nothing in this or any other context indicates that the “many 
lights” or the “upper room” have anything to do with the 
Lord’s Supper. Thus the location and surrounding para- 
phernalia are expedients. As such, they are permanently 
optional.® 

“Break bread” is a figure for eating, which came to 
have technical application to the Lord’s Supper. The term 
“to break bread” is a first Aorist infinitive. Infinitives in 
Greek and English denote purpose of action of the principal 
verb. Thus a primary purpose for the assembly was to partake 
of the Lord’s Supper. This conclusion is also implied in I 
Corinthians 11:20. 

“When” is a stylistic cue denoting a regular procedure 
which the reader would expect and understand. Paul spent 
a week in Troas, despite a rushed schedule (20:16), in order 
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to share the Lord’s Supper. Suddenly, their worship was 
interrupted by the fall of Eutychus from the upper window. 
However, after he was miraculously revived by Paul, they 
were able to complete their worship by partaking of the 
Lord’s Supper. Why did Paul discourse till midnight? Because 
he needed to depart as quickly as possible (20:7). Thus Paul’s 
pre-midnight preaching corresponded to our Saturday 
evening (1.e., 6:00 p.m.—12:00 p.m.) which was their Sunday. 
The post-midnight partaking of the Lord’s Supper was our 
Sunday morning. 

Observe carefully Luke’s terminology in Acts 20:11. He 
itemizes five specific activities that followed the revival of 
Eutychus: coming up (i.e., returning to the third floor), 
breaking bread, eating, talking a long while, and departing. 
The “breaking bread” in this verse refers to the eating of the 
Lord’s Supper, just as the expression is used back in verse 
seven. In both places, the Greek places the article before 
“bread”—“the bread.” On the other hand, “eating” refers to 
a common meal that Paul ate after the Lord’s Supper was 
commemorated prior to his departure.!9 In any case, the 
Lord’s Supper was observed on Sunday. 


I Corinthians 11:23-39 & 16:1-2 

The main purpose of I Corinthians 11:23-39 pertains to 
the how of the Lord’s Supper, not the when. However, 
frequency and consistency in partaking of the Lord’s Supper 
is implied in such words as “do this” (vs. 24,25), “as often as” 
(vs. 25,26), “until” (vs. 26), “when” (vs. 33). 

In I Corinthians 16:2, the term “kata” is distributive 
and means “every” (NASB). So Paul is invoking weekly 
contributions for the churches: “on the first day of every 
week.” Similarly, the Jews understood that the Sabbath 
observance—“remember the Sabbath, to keep it holy’— 
applied to every Sabbath. Paul states that he gave this 
same command to the Galatian churches (vs. 1). 


Conclusion 
The conclusion to be drawn from this information is 
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definitive and unquestionable. Since Christians met every 
Sunday (I Cor. 16:2), and the purpose for such assemblies 
was to take the Lord’s Supper (Acts 20:7), it follows that the 
early church partook of the Lord’s Supper every Sunday. 
One must gather all the New Testament has to say on the 
matter and then logically fit it all together. The Bible clearly 
teaches that New Testament Christians partook of the Lord’s 
supper every Sunday and only on Sunday. If I want to be 
a New Testament Christian, I will do likewise. I will avoid 
all temptation to tamper with the simple instructions of 
God. 


Endnotes 
1 For example, Leroy Brownlow, Why I Am A Member of 
the Church of Christ (Fort Worth, TX: Brownlow Publishing 
Co., 1945), pp. 168-175. 


2 For example, Rick Atchley challenges the way brethren 
have drawn conclusions regarding frequency of observance of the 
Lord’s Supper by linking I Cor. 16:2 and Acts 20:7 in Monroe 
Hawley, “Acts As A Pattern for the Church Today (Part 3),” Audio 
Cassette (Searcy, AR: Harding University Lectures, 1989). Cf., 
Kregg Hood, “Establishing Biblical Authority: A Fresh Look at A 
Familiar Issue (Part 2),” Image 6 (May/June 1990), p. 15. Compare 
also the effort to classify consistent Sunday observance of the 
Lord’s Supper as a trivial matter in Randy Mayeux, “Letter to the 
Editor,” Christian Chronicle 46/6 (June 1989). 


3 For example, the Didache, written about 120 A.D., speaks 
of Christians coming together each Lord’s day and breaking bread. 
Justin Martyr wrote in his Apology (I, 67), circa 152 A.D., of 
Christians meeting on Sunday and partaking of the communion. 


4 Everett Ferguson, “The Lord’s Supper and Biblical 
Hermeneutics,” Mission (Sept. 1976), pp. 59-62. 


5 For an excellent analytical treatment of the passages of 
Scripture that impinge upon the question of the Lord’s Supper, see 
Thomas B. Warren, When Is An ‘Example’ Binding? (Jonesboro, — 
AR: National Christian Press, 1975), pp. 148-156. 


6 Arndt and Gingrich refer to “te” as an enclitic particle, 
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occurring most frequently in the New Testament in the book of 
Acts, which appears twice in Acts 2:46 to convey the idea of “not 
only...but also”-—William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A 
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, 2nd ed. 
(Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1979), p. 807; Cf., 
A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in 
the Light of Historical Research (Nashville, TN: Broadman 
Press, 1934), p. 1179—“But te...te is strictly correlative;” Thayer 
identifies the term as a copulative enclitic particle which conveys 
an inner connection with what precedes. Hence, double use of the 
term in the same sentence, in this case Acts 2:46, presents parallel 
or coordinate ideas—“as...so”—Joseph H. Thayer, A Greek-English 
Lexicon of the New Testament (1901; repr. Grand Rapids, MI: 
Baker Book House, 1977), pp. 616-617. 


7 Wayne Jackson, “The Lord’s Supper in the Early Church,” 
The Edifier 11 (Nov. 28, 1991), p. 3. 


8 See Warren, Example, p. 140. 


9 See the excellent discussion of this literary device used by 
Luke in Steve Gibson, “Ruminations on Acts 20:7,” The Restorer 
10 (Jan. 1990), pp. 4-5. 


10 Cf., Guy N. Woods, Questions and Answers (Henderson, 
. TN: Freed-Hardeman College, 1976), pp. 350-351. 
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Chapter 28 


VARIETY IN ASSEMBLY 
FORMATS 


ie addition to the preceding chapters which treat changes 
in worship matters, attention needs to be given to the 
changes that have been forthcoming 
in recent years with regard to overall “Therefore when 
church worship assembly formats. 
Three of these variations will be | YO4 come together 
addressed in this chapter: Sunday in one place... i 
night cluster groups, “contemporary” STG 90 
worship services, and children’s 
worship. 


Sunday Night Cluster Groups 

A host of churches have implemented a variation in 
their Sunday night services in which the congregation is 
divided up into several groups. Each group then meets in a 
separate home for Sunday evening services. When significant 
opposition to this change has been encountered, some 
churches have opted to continue having an assembly at the 
church building for those who do not wish to participate in 
the cluster groups. 

Like all changes to simple New Testament worship, 
the interest in cluster groups has been derived from secular 
sources where small group theory is presently the rage. The 
rationale is articulated, for example, by Lynn Anderson who 
insists that “spiritual growth is nurtured more effectively in 
small group relationships than under powerful preaching.”! 
This preoccupation with small groups is the result of human 
sociological research—not the Bible. It is in direct conflict 
with the divinely-assigned role of preaching throughout the 
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Christian era (I Cor. 1:18-2:13; Matt. 28:18-20; Rom. 1:15- 
17; 10:14-17; Eph. 3:6-10). 

The “house churches” in the New Testament do not 
parallel the Sunday night cluster groups of today in which 
a single congregation is split into separate worship 
assemblies. First century “house churches” were separate, 
autonomous congregations (e.g., Rom. 16:3-5; I Cor. 16:19). 
Christians are certainly authorized to meet in each other’s 
homes for fellowship, worship, etc. But it is sheer nonsense 
to affirm that if churches do not abandon their Sunday night 
assemblies and replace them with cluster groups or some 
other option, those churches are culturally out-of-touch and 
doomed to “eventual oblivion”! Get real. 

Anderson argues that Sunday evening services 
originated in the nineteenth century when rural folk flocked 
to town to see the gas lights which in turn generated 
evangelistic preaching.? This story conflicts with the alternate 
explanation that rural Christians had to travel many miles 
for Sunday morning worship and so after worship remained 
together to eat “dinner on the grounds.” After the meal, the 
Christians would worship together again before undertaking 
the long journey back to their homes. 

; Whichever explanation is correct is irrelevant. Current 

Christians meet twice on Sunday and once on Wednesday in 
order to have multiple opportunities to worship together 
and be in the presence of the entire church. The practice is, 
therefore, “culturally relevant” to them! Our regular Sunday 
evening assembly service is especially relevant in a day in 
which Christians are constantly surrounded by a non- 
Christian, worldly environment. We need every opportunity 
possible to be with the entire church to receive the benefit 
that comes from being with the body. To reduce the number 
of times the whole church meets together each week is a 
step in the wrong direction. We need to be together more, 
not less. 

In reality, American culture possesses no peculiar factor 
that would make Sunday evening services culturally 
irrelevant to the “unchurched”—except for the same reason 
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Sunday morning services would not be culturally relevant. 
The only reason any church service would be irrelevant to 
the world around us is the fact that they are unchurched 
and unspiritual! Frequency and time of worship have nothing 
to do with culture. If a person is interested in spiritual 
things, he/she will be happy and willing to adjust lifestyle 
in order to put God first and pursue spiritual things (Matt. 
6:33).4 

One final point with regard to these cluster groups. 
They set up a potentially dangerous situation. Elders lose 
their ability to shepherd so many different groups of 
Christians. These home groups have historically been the 
source of a variety of offbeat ideas and outright doctrinal 
error.° Nurtured in this isolated setting undetected by the 
shepherds, the ideas become well-rooted and spread before 
they can be effectively addressed and neutralized. 

In actuality, a biblical case can be made that breaking 
the church up into small groups creates a spiritually 
unhealthy situation. I would argue that what makes small 
groups so popular in current culture is the fact that they 
feed the emotions more than the intellect. Individuals simply 
like the feeling they get from a small group—the emotional 
warmth, the closeness, the sense of security. People would 
be more likely to be responsive in a small group setting 
regardless of the views that are presented. Their 
responsiveness is due—not to the power of the gospel or the 
truth of God’s words—but to the dynamics of the small group 
setting, the strong emotional impact inherent in a small 
group. Small group theory is rooted in humanism and 
evolution. It is based upon the idea that humans, like animals, 
can be manipulated to respond according to the manipulator’s 
wishes by adjusting and controlling environment. 

In light of these observations, Sunday night cluster 
groups are simply one more indication of our change crazed 
attitude toward life. Not content with the simplicity of God’s 
message and God’s worship, we are wanting to come up with 
something new that will recapture our interest. But if simply 
worshipping with the entire church does not suit us, we are 
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doomed to a life of discontent and perpetual pursuit of 
trinkets and baubles that will never satisfy or substitute for 
true spirituality. 


“Contemporary” Worship Services 

A second change that has occurred in assembly formats 
is the instigation of additional Sunday morning services with 
a view toward fashioning them to appeal to differing worship 
tastes. A few such alternate assemblies are begun for the 
purpose of offering “unchurched” people an assembly where 
they will feel more comfortable. But most alternate 
assemblies are designed to give the younger generation a 
worship environment wherein they can engage in the very 
changes already discussed in preceding chapters. They want 
a more “hip” service instead of the boring, somber, staid 
service which they feel is typical of their parents.® 

But absolutely no biblically legitimate rationale for 
having “two kinds of assemblies” on Sunday morning exists. 
Do you mean to tell me that Christians, regardless of age, 
cannot worship together without polarization occurring? 
Christians cannot invite nonChristians into the same worship 
assembly for them to experience simple New Testament 
‘worship? Can one imagine first century Christians holding 
two Sunday morning services—one “contemporary” and one 
“traditional”? The whole notion is flawed. If worship is 
biblical, and therefore pleasing to God, then everyone— 
regardless of age or culture—ought to be able to worship 
meaningfully together. 

The idea that we need to offer alternate assemblies 
that function evangelistically for “unchurched seekers” is 
also defective.’ In the first place, evangelism among churches 
of Christ in previous generations often resulted from the 
direct preaching in our assemblies. This was accomplished 
without offering separate “seeker” assemblies. Secondly, the 
primary purpose of a worship assembly is to worship God. 
Regardless of whether a worship assembly functions to 
evangelize outsiders, the way to evangelize people in any 
period of history whether in or out of the assembly is simply 
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to teach them! Preach to them! Verbalize the message! We 
don’t need to restructure biblical worship or fashion a 
separate “seeker” assembly and employ “contemporary” 
practices that pollute pure New Testament worship. 

But change agents tell us that our worship assemblies 
are out of touch with current culture and that nonChristians 
cannot relate to our worship assemblies. They insist that 
current culture has conditioned people to experience music 
as “watchers and listeners, but not participators.”8 Notice 
that this observation is a concession that people are used to 
functioning as spectators who crave entertainment. But this 
state of affairs hardly means that we should cater to their 
illicit conditioning. The biblical solution is to recondition 
them along divine lines, i.e., teach them about the kind of 
worship God wants from them (John 4:24). We don’t need 
alternate worship services to accomplish that reconditioning. 
Worship to God must be kept pure and unaffected by the 
failure on the part of worldly people to appreciate it. 


Children’s Worship 

A number of churches offer a separate worship assembly 
for children—a practice that arose primarily as a result of 
the bus ministry approach to evangelism in the sixties and 
seventies. The basic rationale for such alternate assemblies 
is to provide children with a learning environment more 
conducive to their age and their lack of exposure to formal 
worship settings. 

Several observations are in order—observations that 
reveal the fallacy of such thinking. First, past generations 
grew up attending the worship assembly with their parents. 
Their experience testifies to the fact that “children’s worship” 
was unnecessary to their development and preparation for 
Christian adulthood. Second, the adults who are needed to 
direct “children’s worship” must forsake the assembly of the 
church themselves. Third, the rationale that says—children 
need their own service since they cannot get anything out 
of the adult assembly which they only disrupt—is simply a 
flawed rationale. Children can and should be disciplined to 
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sit still and show respect to adult worship. Such discipline 
is an essential ingredient in their preparation as responsible 
adults. 

Fourth, the way for children to learn to function in an 
adult worship assembly is to be in that adult worship 
assembly. Transferring them to a casual, “fun and games” 
setting only compounds the problem by accommodating the 
very childishness that the regular adult assembly will, in 
time, correct and mature. Children’s worship actually 
legitimizes the immature level of spirituality. Fifth, Bible 
classes before the worship assembly do everything that 
children’s worship would claim to do. Bible classes provide 
children with teaching on proper worship. The formal 
assembly is then where they may witness firsthand their 
parents and the church implementing Bible teaching learned 
in Bible classes. 

Sixth, where does the Bible authorize divided worship 
assemblies? Did the early church divide into separate worship 
assemblies? Shall we divide the congregation into additional 
groups based on age? What about dividing the church up for 
other considerations—like gender, knowledge and spiritual 
maturity, or social class? This thinking logically leads to the 
dissolution of the church worship assembly. It promotes 
factions and isolationism among members. 


Conclusion 

When the church assembles for worship, God wants 
the whole church to come together and unify their expressions 
of worship toward Him (I Cor. 11:20). Quarantining our 
children from our devotions to God is another step in the 
wrong direction. Splitting the church up into isolated, 
unsupervised groups to meet for worship apart from the rest 
of the church creates more negatives than positives. The 
same may be said of the introduction of “contemporary” 
worship services. 

None of these man-made inventions assist us with our 
obedience to God. Rather, they are changes that are designed 
to satisfy human reasoning and human desire. They arose 
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out of dissatisfaction with simple, unpretentious worship 
that is focused strictly upon God without regard for human 
inclination. 


Endnotes 
1 Lynn Anderson, Navigating the Winds of Change (West 
Monroe, LA: Howard Publishing Co., 1994), p. 203. 


2 As Anderson maintains in Navigating, pp. 84, 207, 216. 
3 Anderson, Navigating, p. 213. 


4 One of the signs of the times is the way congregations are 
adjusting their worship assembly times to avoid overlapping with 
the Superbowl. Do elders have the authority to decide worship 
times on Sunday? Yes. The Scriptures specify the day of worship 
without identifying a particular time. The hour that the church 
assembles on Sunday is an optional matter to be decided by the 
leaders and the dictates of expediency. 

However, altering a previously designated worship hour to 
accommodate the Superbowl! sends an unmistakeable message to 
the church and to the world: worldly concerns take precedence 
over spiritual concerns. Members are left with the distinct 
impression that one’s obligations to God can be rearranged to fit 
around fleshly amusement and pleasure. Adjusting worship time 
for Superbowl fans is simply one more instance among many of 
the highly refined fleshly appetites that Christians have cultivated. 
We have lost our spiritual equilibrium and spend an inordinate 
amount of time nurturing sensual appetites. It’s fine to watch the 
Superbowl. But give me a break! It’s just a game! It will be forgotten 
as soon as it is over. The human preoccupation with sports doesn’t 
merit the elevated status we have given it. When we subsume the 
worship of God beneath the Superbowl, we bestow upon it a dignity 
it does not deserve and, in the process, we cheapen and trivialize 
the worship of God. 


5 For example, in the 1970s, the Crossroads/Boston/Discipling 
movement made significant use of small groups in private homes— 
known as “soul talks’—to advance their agenda behind the backs 
of local church leaders. 


6 For example, Lynn Anderson urges the use of “two kinds 
of assemblies” on Sunday morning—“one contemporary worship 
service and another traditional”—Navigating, p. 91. 
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7 Anderson, Navigating, pp. 92-93. 
8 Again, the language of Anderson in Navigating, p. 136. 


Chapter 29 


EMBRACING 
DENOMINATIONALISM 


Or cataclysmic change that has come over the church 
today, carrying with it enormous implications, is the 
new attitude toward the status of denominations. Historically, 
churches of Christ have viewed the denominations as 
counterfeit churches spawned in the 
“That very day minds of men. The mere existence 
of a denomination, despite some 
“Pilate and Her od correct beliefs, was considered to be 
became friends out of harmony with God’s revealed 
will. Denominations were considered 
with each other, to be in direct violation of Jesus’ 
for before that they prayer for unity (John 17:20-23) and 
Te? F P the biblical doctrine of the eternality 
aa veen af enmuy | and singularity of the church (Dan. 
with each other | 2:44; Matt. 16:18; Eph. 3:10; 4:4). 
—Luke 23:12 A widespread conspiracy has 
taken shape in recent years that 
blurs the distinction between the church of Christ—the New 
Testament church—and the spurious counterfeits constructed 
by men, i.e., the denominations. Churches of Christ are being 
bombarded with propaganda designed to elicit acceptance of 
and fellowship with the denominations. Under the guise of 
“unity,” we are being goaded into a permissive, tolerant 
posture of ambiguity that is at odds with the penetrating 
thoughtfulness, discriminating diligence, and spiritual clarity 
associated with faithfulness to God. 
Four specific biblical doctrines have come under aiieek 
in the attempt to create credibility for denominationalism 
and to achieve linkage between the denominations and the 
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church of Christ: fellowship, unity, grace, and baptism. 
Fellowship was discussed extensively in Chapter 14 in 
connection with the new hermeneutic’s use of the “core 
gospel.” The present chapter will discuss the nature of 
denominationalism and then address the specific matters of 
unity, baptism and grace as they relate to the overall threat 
of denominationalism and fellowship. 


Denominationalism Defined 

What is a denomination? Does God approve of 
denominations? Is denominationalism scriptural? When we 
go to the New Testament and examine God’s word with a 
view toward ascertaining what His will is with regard to 
religion, we discover a clearly defined system of religion, 
God’s religion, revealed in the New Testament. Christianity 
is that religion. We also find that Satan does everything he 
can to blur the distinctions that God wants observed. We 
should not be surprised. Some really great hoaxes have been 
perpetrated upon mankind in the name of religion. Literally 
billions of people have embraced Buddhism, Hinduism, 
Zoastrianism, and other “isms.” For those who have examined 
objective truth, these systems of thought are simply found 
.to be untrue. Yet large numbers of people adhere to these 
views. Large numbers of people believe the tenets of these 
religions. 

The Bible warns that Satan is endeavoring to take 
advantage of people and that we should not let Satan get an 
advantage of us “for we are not ignorant of his devices” (II 
Cor. 2:11). The word “devices” could easily have been 
translated “schemes.” It refers to the deceitful, deceptive 
ploys that Satan uses in an effort to trick people into believing 
and practicing various things that are simply not true. Ina 
similar statement, the Bible warns of the “wiles of the devil” 
(Eph. 6:11). Most people are just oblivious to this fact of 
reality. Many people do not even believe that Satan exists, 
anymore than they believe that God exists. Yet believers in 
New Testament teaching must recognize that Satan exists 
and will do all he can to fool people, to trick people, to 
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deceive people. He wants to blur distinctions that God wants 
observed—distinctions that are scriptural and biblical. 

For the last few centuries, one of Satan’s most powerful 
weapons has been denominationalism. Notice how 
dictionaries define the terms, “denomination,” “denominate,” 
and “denominational.” Webster’s Dictionary defines 
“denominate” as “to designate, to name.” “Denomination” is 
“a group having a name; a sect; one of a series of units 
separately named.” “Denominator” means “the part of a 
simple fraction that shows into how many parts a thing is 
divided.” The Oxford American Dictionary defines 
“denominator” as “the number written below the line in a 
fraction. For example, the number 4 in 3/4 showing how 
many parts the whole is divided into.” An Encyclopedic 
Dictionary defines “denominate” as “the act of naming or 
calling by name.” “Denominationalism” is “a disposition to 
divide into or form denominations.” 

The very word denomination means a named or 
designated division. It is religious people and religious groups 
forming themselves, clustering themselves, on the basis of 
different designations, different names, with differing 
doctrines, and different church affiliations. 

But this scenario is in direct conflict with Jesus’ prayer 
for unity in John chapter seventeen, where He prays against 
such a thing and prays to God that believers in Christ will 
be unified. Likewise, denominationalism is in direct conflict 
with Paul’s statement to the church of Christ in Corinth in 
the fifties A.D.—“that you all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you” (I Cor. 1:10). Here is 
a passage that says denominations are not even to exist. 

If Paul said, “Let there be no divisions among you,” 
and yet, by definition, a denomination is a designated 
division, then denominations are unscriptural. They are 
against the will of Christ. The division of which Paul speaks 
is unquestionably doctrinal division because the division 
had to do with what they were to “speak.” When he says, 
“but that you be perfectly joined together in the same mind 
and in the same judgment,” he is obviously referring to their 
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agreement on doctrinal views. 

Without possessing any bias or prejudice against any 
particular religious group, we are obligated to go to Scripture 
and engage in an objective appraisal of New Testament truth. 
Passages like those mentioned above demonstrate that 
denominationalism, though viewed innocently by thousands 
and millions of people worldwide, is clearly an approach to 
religion that is out of harmony with New Testament teaching. 
God does not want denominations to exist. He wants us to 
go to the New Testament and examine the truths that are 
contained therein and then to bring our lives into conformity 
with those truths. He wants all people to bring their spirits 
into submission to the will of God and His Son, Jesus Christ. 
When an individual does that, without addition and 
subtraction, he will not find himself in alliance with a 
denomination. 


Undenominational Christianity 

When one goes to Scripture without any preconceived 
ideas and weighs the biblical data, the following conclusions 
will be drawn. First, God’s eternal intention, manifested in 
prophecy in the Old Testament and brought to fruition in 
the New Testament, was to establish His church in the year 
30 A.D. in the city of Jerusalem on Pentecost. Judaism and 
Patriarchalism were eliminated at the cross of Christ. The 
church was purchased by the blood of Christ shed on the 
cross. Secondly, all human beings on earth, in order to be 
saved this side of the cross, must obey the one plan of 
salvation given by God and preached by the apostles, i.e., 
hear, believe, repent, confess and be baptized. 

Thirdly, those who comply with these prerequisites are 
placed by Christ into His body, the church of Christ—not a 
denomination. Fourth, this group of people is organized 
according to a specific structure composed of deacons, 
preachers, Bible class teachers, and other members, all of 
whom function under the direction and guidance of elders 
who submit to Christ’s authority. Fifth, as a corporate body, 
they wear only scriptural designations (e.g., church of Christ, 
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temple of God, body of Christ, etc.), which necessarily means 
they reject the use of unscriptural designations so typical of 
denominationalism. Sixth, as individual members, they wear 
only scriptural designations (e.g., believer, saint, disciple, 
etc.), giving highest priority to simply the name “Christian” 
(Is. 62:2; Acts 11:26; I Peter 4:16). 

Seventh, this group of people, in order to remain faithful 
as Christ’s church, worships in accordance with the specific 
acts of worship designated in the New Testament as 
appropriate for the church of Christ (i.e., singing, praying, 
giving, teaching/studying, and partaking of the Lord’s 
Supper). Eighth, the church will recognize that Christ has 
specified the parameters of activity in which the church is 
to be involved (summarized by the terms evangelism, 
benevolence, and edification). 

Notice how simply the New Testament presents Christ’s 
will regarding His church. It is only the thicket and 
undergrowth of denominationalism that confuses people, 
clouds their religious thinking, and causes them to forsake 
the simplicity of New Testament Christianity. 

There was a time among churches of Christ when there 
was a spoken understanding that members of 
denominations were lost since they were not members of the 
church described in the New Testament. With time, we moved 
into a period of unspoken understanding. Everyone knew 
what shape denominations were in; it was understood. But 
we shied away from verbalizing it, “lest we offend.” 
Tragically, the generation that grew up with such silence 
ushered in a new period that entailed unspoken 
misunderstanding. They had not been taught (Deut. 6:7). 
They mistook the silence of their parents for indifference 
and approval. _ 

We are now reaping the consequences of these failings. 
We have now moved into a period of outright spoken 
misunderstanding. Brethren are openly declaring their 
conviction that the church of Christ is simply one 
denomination among many and those who are in 
denominations are saved Christians.! They maintain that 
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teachings like “the sinfulness of instrumental music” and 
“baptism unto remission of sins” are trivial in comparison 
with the need to “fellowship” and “unite” with those in the 
denominations. 


Not Again! 

Surely we must find this state of affairs incredibly 
ironic in view of the fact that one hundred years ago, churches 
of Christ were experiencing the same thing. Our ignorance 
of the past dooms us to repeat it. The same noises were 
being made in the late nineteenth century and led to the 
apostasy which devastated the church of that day. The same 
prideful, foolish sounds have been made throughout human 
history and have always evidenced the same condition— 
disobedience and rebellion against the God of heaven. We 
once again stand at the threshold of disaster due to “lack of 
knowledge” (Hosea 4:6). Large segments of the church are 
completely ignorant of what the Bible teaches and what the 
Lord’s church has staunchly stood for in the past. 

In the 1840s, when Walter Scott began to diverge from 
his earlier writings and sermons by promoting acceptance of 
and union with the denominations, concerned brethren 
questioned the meaning of this new attitude. They reaffirmed 
the fact that the only ground upon which genuine unity may 
be achieved is the truth of the gospel. Yet “Scott’s laconic 
answer was that he saw no difference in what he was 
presently saying and what he preached earlier.”2 

This attitude foreshadowed what was yet to come to 
the church. By the 1860s, the brotherhood was “rapidly taking 
the form of a polite denomination in a world of 
denominations.”? Benjamin Franklin, a faithful gospel 
preacher and the editor of the American Christian Review, 


.. found himself alienated from the church’s new 
leadership [who] saw Franklin as no longer 
representative of the thinking of the church. His 
paper needed to be replaced by one with more 
culture and sophistication and in tune with the 
changing times.4 
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Accompanying this new pseudo-sophistication was the 
growing “inclination to accept denominational dogma by 
admitting that all denominational people were Christians in 
an acceptable sense, and to accept instrumental music.” As 
Franklin explained to a fellow Christian: 


The great heart of the brotherhood is sound, but a 
few want to modify the ground, popularize the cause 
and make it acceptable to the world and other 
denominations. They think if we recognize the 
other denominations as Christians we can convert 
them, but we can succeed by maintaining our 
integrity to the Lord and in no other way—we 
cannot succeed as a sect, and it would be useless 
if we could, for there are sects enough now, as good 
as we can make. 


Though we might not use Franklin’s terminology about 
“other” denominations, it is clear that he did not mean to 
imply that we are just as sectarian as they. Classifying us 
with others was the very thing that Franklin was opposing. 
Part of the problem was the desire on the part of some to 
be like all the nations (I Sam. 8:20): “The acquiring of 
respectability in the public eye.” How did these people think 
such might be accomplished? For one thing, “it must be 
recognized that friends in Protestant bodies were as much 
Christians as those connected with the restoration 
movement.”’ To deny that there were “Christians Among 
the Sects” was to possess “a cold and lifeless formalism.”8 


Unity 

So we have been here before. This drive toward 
denominationalism is especially evident in the almost 
deafening clamor for “unity.”9 Ironically, the proponents of 
unity declare their commitment to “unity” even while their 
efforts foster the very opposite—disunity, division, and 
diversity. This “meta-unity” is merely a lot of talk about 
unity with no real commitment to the demands and 
requirements of the unity that is biblical and God-approved. 
It is unity beyond unity, unity that transcends real unity— 
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a lot of focus upon unity while side-skirting and failing to 
come to grips with true biblical unity. There is an obsession 
and intoxication merely with the idea of peace, harmony, 
and union at all cost (Jer. 6:14). 

The spirit of compromise in the face of divine, 
uncompromising truth is clearly evident at the very time 
when members ought to be endorsing the kind of division 
that God approves and expects. After all, it was Jesus, 
Himself, who declared: 


Do you think that I came to bring peace on earth? 
I did not come to bring peace but a sword (Matt. 
10:34). Do you suppose that I came to give peace 
on earth? I tell you, not at all, but rather division. 
For from now on five in one house will be divided: 
three against two, and two against three. Father 
will be divided against son and son against father, 
mother against daughter and daughter against 
mother, mother-in-law against her daughter-in-law 
and daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law 
(Luke 12:51-53). 


Periodically, men have arisen within the church who 
have sought to align God’s people with those outside the 
fellowship of the church.!9 One of the implicit attitudes 
underlying the “unity movement” is the tolerant, permissive 
mentality which has come to characterize American society 
from especially the sixties to the present. The bulk of the 
American populace, and apparently many in the Lord’s 
church, are dominated in thought and action by the idea 
that no one should oppose or tell others how they should live 
or what they should believe. 

Where once clear standards were intact with vera to 
what is right and wrong, moral and immoral, now morality, 
belief systems, and perceptions of truth are viewed as fluid, 
fluxional, and subject to constant alteration and rethinking. 
Our pluralistic culture dictates that everyone is free to 
believe, practice, and pursue whatever lifestyle one chooses. 
While we may not agree or choose to emulate such, everyone 
should be permitted to approach life according to their own 
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desires. Incredible! One could not find a clearer parallel to 
the ungodly situation which existed in Judges when God’s 
standards and His spiritual framework for reality were tossed 
aside and supplanted by the prevailing sentiment: “every 
man did that which was right in his own eyes” (Judges 17:6; 
21225), 

When the average member of the church embraces this 
philosophical posture, either consciously or unconsciously, 
he will find palatable the idea of fellowshipping those who 
were previously excluded from fellowship. He will even 
consider the change in stance to be “the loving, mature thing 
to do.” He will regard those who integrate caution and rigid 
attention to purity into their Christian lifestyle (which the 
Bible demands) as narrow, immature, intolerant, unloving, 
extremist, mean-spirited, right-wing and ultraconservative. 
He will be repulsed by any effort that brings into direct 
confrontation opposing doctrines and the persons who espouse 
them. He will be very uncomfortable with anything but a 
superficial sort of “peace” which he sees endangered by those 
whom he sees as “judgmental” and “critical.” But faithful 
followers of God’s saving message must not permit themselves 
to be deterred from imitating the godly behavior of staunch 
advocates of truth who have preceded them (like Noah, Elijah, 
Habakkuk, John the Immerser, and Jude). 

The central issues inherent in the question of unity 
and fellowship have been aptly summarized before.!! The 
issue is not whether there may be Christians in some of the 
denominations. Two possibilities present themselves. 
Members of the church have been known to leave their first 
love and go join a denomination. Another possibility (though 
extremely rare!) is that an individual may study the Bible, 
arrive at the truth, obey the gospel plan of salvation, but 
then immediately associate himself with a denomination. In 
both of these cases, we have “Christians in the 
denominations.” But that is not the issue! The issue is: are 
these individuals acceptable to God while in the 
denomination? Are they in a saved condition while a member 
of a denomination? 
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The issue is also not whether a person must be baptized 
by a Christian. The Bible gives no qualifications for the 
baptizer. Nor is the issue whether a person is baptized in a 
building owned by members of the church of Christ. These 
are irrelevant matters. What, then, are the real issues with 
regard to fellowship, unity, and denominationalism? 


I. Baptism and the Plan of Salvation 

The intense craving for respectability and credibility 
with the religious world around us naturally leads to 
adjustments in the plan of salvation. Why? Because one 
common characteristic of denominationalism has been its 
inaccurate grasp of the plan of salvation. Consequently, 
accompanying the cry for unity and fellowship has been a 
rethinking of the role of baptism in salvation. 

Since the vast majority of the denominational world 
does not consider baptism to be essential for salvation, the 
biblical doctrine of baptism must be adjusted in a way that 
legitimates denominational baptism. The same maneuver 
took place in the last century. Liberal brethren insisted: 


we must hush our childhood prattle about 
‘baptism for the remission of sins—these and 
all such expressions must be thrown away for 
they belong to the language of our childhood 
period.”13 


The tampering in our day has come in the form of what 
the individual must understand in his mind when he is 
baptized. The change agents are expressing their insistence 
that the individual need not understand that his baptism is 
for the remission of sins.!14 What must one understand to 
become a New Testament Christian? 

If a person does not have to understand that baptism 
is the point at which sin is forgiven, then it follows that he 
can believe that he is saved before baptism and still be a 
Christian. It therefore follows that much of the 
denominational world is composed of persons who are our 
brethren since most all denominations affirm the deity of 
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Christ and administer baptism “to obey God.” 

In reality, all reasons given in the New Testament for 
the design of baptism boil down to the same point: baptism 
is the dividing line between being lost and being saved. If 
the recipient of baptism does not understand that, he has 
not been baptized in a manner that pleases God. Consider 
the following chart: 


Lost B Saved (I Peter 3:21) 


Naked Clothed (Gal. 3:27) 


Unforgiven Forgiven (Acts 2:38) 


In World In Church (John 3:5) 
Dead New Life (Rom. 6:4) 
Guilty Conscience Near to God (Heb. 10:22) 


Disobedient, ; Saved/Renewed (Titus 3:5) 
Serving Lust 


Though the New Testament uses a variety of terminology to 
describe the nature and role of baptism, in every case the 
language makes clear that baptism separates the lost from 
the saved. The recipients of baptism in the New Testament 
understood that distinction. 

God has always required individuals to possess the 
right attitude and frame of mind with regard to His 
commands. Obeying the outward forms unaccompanied by a 
proper internal mindset is unacceptable (e.g., Amos 4:4-5; 
5:21-23; Matt. 23:25-28). That is why those baptized with 
John’s baptism after'the cross had to be baptized again with 
the proper understanding (Acts 18:24-19:5). The external 
action of both John’s baptism and New Testament baptism 
are the same. The only difference between the two is in the © 
purpose and what the individual understands about that 
purpose. 
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The purpose behind an action, the reason for doing it, 
is just as important to God as the action itself. Such is the 
case with every aspect of worship. When we contribute funds 
to the treasury of the church, God wants the act to be done 
in love with a willing mind (II Cor. 8:12; 9:7). The Lord’s 
Supper is to be taken in a worthy manner with the mind 
focused upon Christ’s sacrifice and one’s spiritual condition 
(I Cor. 11:27-29). Singing is to be done in the heart as well 
as with the mouth (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). Listening to 
preaching and Bible study is likewise to be done with internal 
contemplation and received with “readiness” and “meekness” 
(Acts 17:11; James 1:21). 

With regard to baptism, more often than not, members 
of the church encounter in their evangelistic endeavors 
individuals who, with a little study, feel certain that they 
were baptized properly (i.e., for the remission of sins). Yet, 
when the right questions are asked and the individual is 
made to reflect back upon his “conversion,” he comes to 
realize that he has imposed later insight back upon his 
recollections of his baptism. With a little assistance, he can 
come to realize that his denominational baptism occurred 
after he was convinced he had “accepted Jesus as his Savior.” 
He thus believed he was already forgiven and saved before 
his baptism. Denominational baptism simply is no substitute 
for New Testament baptism. 


II. Status While In A Denomination 

A second key issue that is critical to resolving the 
question of “Christians in denominations” is: Can a Christian 
be in a denomination and be saved at one and the same 
time? The biblical answer is—“no.” One cannot be in a saved 
condition while in a denomination for he is practicing 
unscriptural doctrines, worshipping vainly (Matt. 15:9), and 
supporting a false religious group that clouds the truth and 
competes with Christ’s church for the souls of men. As long 
as he maintains membership in a false religious context, he 
is an unfaithful, erring child of God and, as such, is lost. 
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He possesses insufficient knowledge to sustain a right 
relationship with God. He must come out of the denomination 
before he dies to be saved eternally. His ignorance will not 
exempt him from the need to repent of his false religious 
associations (Acts 17:30). 

It also follows that faithful Christians can have no 
fellowship with such a person as long as he continues in the 
midst of denominational error (Eph. 5:11; Rom. 16:17; 
II Thess. 3:6; I Tim. 5:22; I John 1:6-7; II John 9-11). The 
Bible teaches that the unfaithful Christian must treat error 
in basically two ways: (1) error that exists only in a person’s 
mind and (2) error that a person puts into practice by overt 
behavior. Generally speaking,!® errors of the mind need not 
evoke a rupture in fellowship. It is only when an individual, 
who has embraced error in his own mind, begins to practice 
it or teach it that he must be “stopped” (Titus 1:11) or 
disfellowshipped (Titus 3:10). 

As long as the individual’s error does not lead him into 
a course of action that violates God’s will, fellowship with 
him may be maintained while we seek to instruct him. 
However, one’s erroneous beliefs about many things (e.g., 
instrumental music, divorce/remarriage, use of alcohol, and 
even fellowship itself) will often lead to outward action that 
is sinful (e.g., actually using the instrument or urging others 
to do so, violating God’s marriage laws, drinking alcohol, 
and fellowshipping the impenitent). At that point, to remain 
faithful to God, His will regarding restoration or ultimate 
rejection must be implemented.1!6 


III. Misused Passages On Unity & Fellowship 

The next issue that must be addressed is the actual 
use of Scriptures that have been marshalled in recent years 
in an effort to support the change in attitude toward 
denominationalism. Do these Scriptures support the 
ecumenical attitude that has evolved? Do they teach that 
churches of Christ should have been fellowshipping members 
of denominations as fellow Christians? 
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Mark 9:38-41 

I never cease to marvel how proponents of change will 
search out a single, obscure passage and extract a meaning 
from that passage that sets it in conflict with a host of other 
passages and the whole tenor of the Bible. Mark chapter 
nine is one such passage.!”’ But even a casual reading of the 
passage reveals that the man in question was not a member 
of a denomination. If he had been, Jesus did not give any 
indication that he should be encouraged to come out. 
Consequently, if this text is parallel to those in denominations 
today, we should make no effort to get them to come out of 
denominationalism but should, instead, view them as “for 
us” and support them. If “there are Christians in all the 
denominations,” then those individuals, being Christians, 
are in the body, the kingdom. If they are in the kingdom, 
then there is no logical, consistent reason to correct them or 
call them out. ; 

In actuality, Mark chapter nine is simply underscoring 
the same point the Jews have repeatedly needed brought to 
their attention: that their feelings of exclusiveness, egotism, 
and envy were unjustified and improper. They needed to 
recognize that others could obey God and be acceptable as 
much as they (cf., Jonah 4; Num. 11:24-29; Luke 9:54; Acts 
10:34-35). J. W. McGarvey made this comment about the 
passage: 

The expression, “he followeth not us,” means that 
he was not one of the immediate attendants of 
Jesus. Seeing such a man casting out demons 
excited John’s jealousy, because he thought that 
no others than the chosen twelve ought to be 
honored with this power.. Such jealousy in regard 
to official prerogatives is a very common passion, 
and one against which men occupying positions of 
trust and authority should be constantly on their 
guard.18 


The passage is not parallel to any who are in 
denominations today. The man to whom Jesus referred was 
following God’s will: 
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Obviously, the man who John saw was a faithful 
servant of the Lord, and was doing the very 
work which the Lord had authorized him to do, 
and which He had empowered him to do. What he 
did, he did “in the name of the Lord”—which 
means, by the authority of the Lord, as the Lord 
authorized. The man not only had the right to do 
what he was doing, but was obligated to do what 
the Lord had authorized him to do. John’s basic 
error was the sin of anti-ism—the sin of forbidding 
what the Lord has authorized!19 


So the passage has no relevance to the question of 
denominationalism. By definition, if an individual is in a 
denomination, he is not following God’s will. The application 
of the passage pertains to the kind of attitude that ought to 
prevail among members of churches of Christ. 


Romans 14 

Another passage to which some appeal in an effort to 
foster fellowship with denominationalism and denominational 
practice is Romans chapter fourteen. They assert that those 
denominational beliefs and practices with which churches of 
Christ disagree are not to be allowed to affect fellowship. 
For example, they insist that instrumental music in worship 
is strictly a matter of personal preference and tradition.29 
They declare that the matter should be decided individually 
based on conscience. An appeal is made to Romans chapter 
fourteen to equate the use of the instrument with the eating 
of meat. It is then argued that those who are more spiritually 
mature may use the instrument in their worship to God. 
Those whose consciences prevent them from using the 
instrument are free to refrain from doing so. But they are 
the “weaker brother” and must not withhold fellowship from 
those who do use the instrument. 

In response to this line of thinking, the point must be 
made that the teaching of Romans chapter fourteen applies . 
only to matters of indifference and not to matters of faith or 
doctrine. In his commentary on Romans, Moses Lard 
recognized this point when he wrote, “In matters of 
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indifference, each man is a law to himself” (p. 412). He 
further stated, “it shows what liberty we have in the absence 
of divine command” (p. 412). In his commentary on Romans, 
David Lipscomb understood Romans chapter fourteen in the 
same fashion. 

Notice to what “matters of indifference” refers. “Matters 
of indifference” refers to those practices that are indifferent 
to God, not to the individual. Obviously, the individual who 
believes he should not eat meat views his position as a 
serious “doctrinal” matter and, therefore, hardly “indifferent.” 
Romans chapter fourteen is speaking of those matters that 
are in actuality indifferent in the sight of God. For example, 
God has commanded Christians to spread the gospel. The 
how of this action, whether by radio, television, or automobile 
is a matter of indifference to God. He authorizes us to use 
various means based upon our own good sense—our own 
consciences. 

It is a misuse of Romans chapter fourteen to apply its 
teaching to any matter that is not indifferent to God. For 
example, God has specified that in order for a person to 
become a Christian, he/she must be baptized in water. 
Suppose a man believes that baptism can be by immersion, 
sprinkling, or pouring. To him, the person who limits the 
“mode” of baptism to strictly immersion is “narrow” and 
“weak in faith.” He would maintain that it is fine for his 
critic to be immersed if he so chooses, but this “weaker 
brother” should not bind his opinion on those who are 
“stronger” by insisting that only those who are immersed 
may be fellowshipped. This “stronger” fellow might even 
appeal to Romans chapter fourteen as support for his stance. 

Yet, what this fellow would be failing to realize is that 
Romans chapter fourteen applies to matters of option that 
are indifferent to God. Where God has given His guidelines, 
all must conform to those specifications. Baptism, in God’s 
sight, is strictly immersion. Those who insist upon obeying 
God in this regard are not “weaker brethren.” Rather, they 
are faithful brethren, and those who differ are unfaithful 


to God. 
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Just as God has specified the action and design of 
baptism, He has been very specific with regard to the action 
of music in worship. If the use of the mechanical instrument 
in worship to God were optional, that is, if God left people 
free to offer musical worship in any form they so chose, then 
Romans chapter fourteen would be one passage that would 
be germaine to this discussion of fellowship and the 
denominations. But God has not left music in worship 
unaddressed (see Chapter 20). Neither has He left the 
question of the legitimacy of the denominations unaddressed. 
Denominationalism represents a departure from God’s simple 
will for His church. Romans chapter fourteen does not change 
that. 


I Corinthians 1:10-17 

Some argue that the Corinthians were in a divided 
condition and in error on many points of doctrine, and yet 
were still saved and considered to be the church of Christ. 
They reason that therefore Christians in denominations today 
can still be in a state of grace while in the denomination. 
But this thinking misses the whole point of the First 
Corinthian letter. If the Corinthians remained in their divided 
condition, they would be lost. The letter was written to them 
to correct their errors. They were being warned to repent, 
without which, grace could not remain (II Cor. 12:20-21). 


The letter nowhere contemplates toleration and 
acceptance of an ongoing situation at Corinth. 
To apply it to a situation where brethren have 
been teaching and practicing false doctrine for 
decades, with no relief in sight, is most 
certainly a perversion of its purpose.2! 


First Corinthians chapter one is not even applicable to 
the question of denominationalism. Those in the church at 
Corinth had all obeyed the gospel plan of salvation and thus 
had been baptized correctly in order to become Christians 
(I Cor. 1:13). The division described in the passage occurred 
subsequent to their genuine conversion and was limited 
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within a single, local congregation of the true church. 
Assuming the passage has relevance to denominationalism 
begs the question. By definition, denominationalism does 
not advocate the biblical plan of salvation that creates New 
Testament Christians. 

Even if it could be established that an occasional 
member of a denomination did obey the one true plan of 
salvation and became a Christian, to what extent should 
such an individual be fellowshipped? The Bible does teach 
that differing levels of Christian growth continue to be 
covered by God’s grace as long as the individual is “walking 
in the light” (I John 1:7). But the Bible also teaches that a 
Christian can fall from grace. He can, as a Christian, so sin 
as to remove himself from God’s grace (Gal. 5:2-4; II Peter 
20-22). One example of this condition would be the failure 
to worship God properly in spirit and in truth (see Chapter 
18). Lack of knowledge does not excuse (Hosea 4:6; Luke 
12:48; II Thess. 1:8). Consequently, faithful Christians would 
refuse to have fellowship with such an individual until he 
could be taught and brought to repentance. 

Consider for a moment modern denominationalism in 
light of First Corinthians chapter one. The New Testament 
teaches that the “one body” is composed universally of all 
the redeemed. However, this “body” manifests itself in 
concrete form by means of numerous individual congregations 
which are all organized according to the New Testament 
pattern. Thus, in the first century, every single saved person 
in the world was a Christian who held membership in a 
local, visible church of Christ (e.g., at Corinth, Colosse, 
Thessalonica, Rome, Ephesus, etc.). 

So it is in the twentieth. century. Every person in the 
world today that is saved is a Christian who holds 
membership in a local, visible church of Christ (whether in 
Dallas, Capetown, Singapore, or Kiev). This is not to say 
that every single person who holds membership in a church 
of Christ is saved. But it is to say that there are no saved 
individuals outside of churches of Christ. 

Denominations do not fit into the biblical model and 


299 


cannot be figured into the church of Christ. They are unique 
religious bodies clustered around unbiblical names, doctrines, 
beliefs and practices, visibly manifested in the form of 
numerous individual churches. Each local church is simply 
a visible manifestation of the larger denominational 
organization with which it is affiliated. “Community 
churches” are in the same condition, though not tied to some 
official hierarchy. They, too, have come into being as a result 
of a single individual’s confused and unbiblical conception 
about the Christian religion and the church of Christ. 

Denominations exist incongruously for one of two 
reasons. First, in an attempt to be religious and at least 
roughly associated with biblical religion, individuals have 
originated religious groups which do not conform to the New 
Testament prototype, and are therefore unauthorized 
organizations. These religious groups are not churches of 
Christ. Secondly, individuals who were once members of the 
church of Christ have “departed from the faith” (I Tim. 4:1) 
and “went out from among us” (I John 2:19). These wayward 
Christians have either joined a denominational group or 
formed their own. The result is a religious group that differs 
from the New Testament church in name, worship, 
organization, etc. 

These “churches” are not New Testament churches. 
They are counterfeit, unauthorized, or apostate. They are 
roughly equivalent to what would have existed in the city of 
Corinth had the faction identifying itself with Apollos (I Cor. 
1:12) broken away from the Lord’s church, gone across town, 
and set up the “Church of Apollos” with its own unique 
entrance requirements, organization, and worship practices. 
The founders of the church, having been originally submissive 
to the biblical plan of salvation, would be erring Christians 
in an unfaithful, lost condition. Those who might 
subsequently enter this new church by complying with the 
new entrance requirements would not even be Christians, . 
but simply members of a manmade religious organization— 
a denomination. As H. Leo Boles so eloquently put it in 1939: 

The “Christian Church” is a denomination, self- 
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confessed and historically recorded, without a creed, 
without an objective. It feebly preaches unity, but 
boldly and openly practices division as a 
denomination; it has wrecked the movement for 
unity by its denominational attitudes and practices. 
There can be no unity until it ceases to be a 
denomination. When it ceases to be a denomination, 
then, and not until then, will there be unity between 
these great bodies on this point.22 


One cannot be a faithful member of the New Testament 
church while simultaneously maintaining membership in 
and fellowship with a denomination. Satan uses 
denominations in our day to make people feel religious and 
acceptable to God, just as he has duped people throughout 
biblical history with perverted religious practice (e.g., Cain, 
Uzziah, etc.). 


II John 9 

Another passage sometimes used to foster fellowship 
with the denominations is verse nine of Second John. The 
expression “doctrine of Christ” has typically been taken to 
mean the entirety of Christian doctrine (known in Greek as 
the subjective genitive). Consequently, fellowship is not to 
be extended to those who deviate on any point of Christ’s 
doctrine. Those promoting change in the church insist, 
however, that “doctrine of Christ” refers specifically and 
exclusively to the single doctrine about Christ (objective 
genitive) that some were denying, namely, that Christ had 
come in the flesh. They reason that the only basis upon 
which fellowship between Christians may be disrupted is 
when an individual denies the incarnation or person of Jesus. 
They say fellowship should not be breached on other matters 
such as the use of instrumental music in worship, women 
preachers, etc. 

The overwhelming verdict of scholarship is that the 
phrase “doctrine of Christ” in the ninth verse of Second John 
refers to the whole of Christian doctrine.2? Arndt and 
Gingrich categorize the expression with passages where 
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reference is made to what is taught by the teacher.24 Thayer 
says the expression refers to “the doctrine which has God, 
Christ, the Lord, for its author and supporter.”25 Klaus 
Wegenast agrees. After citing John 7:16 and John 18:19, 
where what Jesus taught is under consideration, he 
states: 


The Johannine message in the mouth of Jesus is 
described as teaching which comes from the Father. 
This message of “Jesus” becomes in II John 9 f. the 
didache Iesou Christou [doctrine of Jesus 
Christ], but the content of both is identical.2® 


After surveying the use of the word “doctrine” in the New 
Testament, Wegenast makes the following insightful 
assessment: 


To summarize, therefore: in the NT didache 
[doctrine] denotes Christ’s message (with his call 
to repentance and faith) and the early Christian 
preaching in the widest sense. It is striking that no 
explicit distinction is made between a fixed body of 
doctrine (handed down by tradition) and the 
message preached at any given time.2? 


Vincent insists the expression refers to “not the teaching 
concerning Christ, but the teaching of Christ Himself and 
of His apostles.”28 Alford’s comment on the expression is: 
“j.e. in Christ’s doctrine,—that truth which Christ Himself 
taught. This is far more likely than that the gen. should be 
objective.”29 Rengstorf puts it this way: 


When the Synoptists speak of the didache of 
Jesus...they do not mean a particular dogmatics or 
ethics, but His whole didaskein, His proclamation 
of the will of God as regards both form and content. 
In Jn., too, didache comprehends the whole 
didaskein of Jesus....The same is true of the 
Johannine literature, both when it is referring to 
the didache tou Christou, to the traditional and 
familiar way of speaking of Christ (II John 9 f.), 
and when it is referring to the didache Balaam 
(Rev. 2:14), the didache ton Nikolaiton (Rev. 
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2:15) and the didache of Jezebel (Rev. 2:24).30 


Barnes acknowledges the ambiguity of the language but 
concludes: 


Macknight understands by it the doctrine taught 
by Christ and his apostles. It would seem most 
probable that this is the sense of the passage, but 
then it would include, of course, all that Christ 
taught respecting himself, as well as his other 
instructions.?1 


These few examples of commentators and linguistic 
scholars could be multiplied many times over.32 Within 
churches of Christ, the treatment of the passage is equally 
one-sided. H. Leo Boles wrote: 


This Scripture has reference to the teaching of 
Christ as opposed to the doctrines and 
commandments of men in religious affairs. It 
teaches that we should not encourage error in any 
form. No one can be faithful to the teachings of 
Christ and encourage error.?3 


Guy N. Woods commented in the following words: 


The ‘teaching of Christ’ here is not teaching about 
Christ, or teaching which is Christian in substance 
or nature; it is the teaching which Christ did 
personally and through those whom he inspired. It 
is the teaching of Christ, because he is, in the final 
analysis, its author, and from him it issued.34 


Many other preachers and writers among churches of Christ 
hold the same understanding of the passage.?5 
Regardless of what other men say, what evidence exists 
within the Bible itself to assist in understanding the meaning 
of the expression “doctrine of Christ”? The term didache is 
used thirty times in the New Testament.?© The most common 
subjective genitive form is “the doctrine of him,” i.e., “his 
doctrine” (cf., “my doctrine” and “your doctrine”). The 
“doctrine of Christ” also parallels “the doctrine of the apostles” 
(Acts 2:42) and “the doctrine of the Lord” (Acts 13:12). The 
same subjective genitive is seen in the expressions “the 
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doctrine of the Pharisees and Sadducees” (Matt. 16:12), “the 
doctrine of Balaam” (Rev. 2:14) and “the doctrine of the 
Nicolaitans” (Rev. 2:15). These latter two are further 
instances of the use of the subjective genitive specifically in 
John’s writing. All of these examples parallel the expression 
“doctrine of Christ” and refer to the totality of teaching— 
what the person taught. 

Closely analogous to the expression “doctrine of Christ” 
to refer to all of Christ’s teachings are a variety of other New 
Testament phrases including “the word of God” (I Thess. 
2:13), “the doctrine of God” (Titus 2:10), “the gospel of the 
grace of God” (Acts 20:24), “the word of his grace” (Acts 
20:32), “the truth” (Gal. 3:1), “the truth of the gospel” (Gal. 
2:5,14), “the word of truth” (Eph. 1:13), “the gospel” (I Cor. 
1:17), “the gospel of Christ” (Rom. 1:16), “the gospel of God” 
(Rom. 1:1), “the gospel of peace” (Rom. 10:15), “the Lord 
Jesus” (Acts 11:20), “Christ” (Acts 8:5), “the word of the 
Lord” (Acts 8:25), “Jesus” (Acts 8:35), “law of Christ” (Gal. 
6:2), “the new testament” (II Cor. 3:6), “the word” (Acts 
17:11), “the words of this life” (Acts 5:20), “the way of the 
Lord” (Acts 18:25), “the faith” (Gal. 1:23), “the kingdom of 
God” (Acts. 28:31). These phrases are all used synonymously 
in the New Testament to refer to the entire body of Christian 
doctrine. 

A good example of the interchangeable use of such 
expressions is seen in Acts chapter thirteen. Roman proconsul 
Sergius Paulus wished to hear “the word of God” (Acts 
13:7). But Elymas attempted to prevent the proconsul from 
having access to “the faith” (Acts 13:8). Elymas was 
unsuccessful in preventing Paul from preaching to the 
proconsul who, in turn, was amazed at “the teaching of 
the Lord” (Acts 13:12). All three of these expressions refer 
to the same body of doctrine. 

Even if “doctrine of Christ” did not refer to all of Christ’s 
teaching in the ninth verse of Second John, the change agents . 
would still have no basis for restricting fellowship to one or 
a few “essentials.” Too many other passages teach the same 
thing in contexts that clearly pertain to doctrines far beyond 
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simply the person/deity of Christ (compare Chapter 14). One 
example out of many would be First Corinthians chapter 
five where Paul insists that fellowship between Christians 
must be disrupted over such matters as fornication, 
covetousness, extortion, and drunkenness (I Cor. 5:10-11). 
None of these items has to do with the person of Christ. Yet 
they are clearly treated in Scripture as matters of fellowship 
that affect unity. 


John 17 

Jesus’ prayer for unity near the end of His life on earth 
has been appealed to frequently by agents of change. They 
insist that unity was more important to Jesus than anything 
else. They feel that being united, achieving togetherness, 
should take precedence over doctrine. “Unity-in-diversity” 
refers to their view that diversity in doctrine must not be 
allowed to prevent unity and fellowship with all “believers.” 
“Believers” are those who verbally profess acceptance of the 
Lordship of Jesus. 

The interpretation being given to this passage in effect 
assigns to it a place of preeminence above all other passages, 
setting it in contradiction to the rest of the Bible. Jesus 
could not have been enjoining unity at all costs. He elsewhere 

-emphasized that such unity will never happen (Matt. 10:34- 
36; Luke 12:49-53; Matt. 7:13-14). Jesus, Himself, was unable 
to quell division and bring about the unity which the change 
agents say is possible (John 7:12,43; 9:16; 10:19; 12:42; et 
al.). Any interpretation of a passage that contradicts many 
other plain passages is a false interpretation and a distortion 
of the Scriptures (Matt. 15:1-9; Mark 7:1-13; II Peter 3:16). 

As a matter of fact, John chapter seventeen contains 
at least three contextual indicators which eliminate the slant 
placed upon it by the change agents. In the first place, Jesus 
gave a strong emphasis to the essentiality of obedience as 
a prerequisite to unity. Six times in His prayer, He stressed 
that He had imparted God’s words or truth to them. He 
noted that the disciples “have kept Your word” (vs. 6); “For 
I have given to them the words which You have given Me; 
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and they have received them” (vs. 8); “I have given them 
Your word” (vs. 14); “Sanctify them by Your truth. Your 
word is truth” (vs. 17); “that they also may be sanctified by 
the truth” (vs. 19). 

What a different perspective and a different emphasis 
than the change agents! Before Jesus talked about unity, 
He talked about obedience. He repeatedly referred to the 
importance of God’s word, God’s truth, that must be “received” 
(i.e., obeyed) if sanctification is to be achieved. Contextually, 
therefore, the unity and oneness which Jesus enjoined in 
verses 20-21 is unity that comes when people conform 
themselves to God’s doctrine. 

Secondly, in the very verses where Jesus prays for the 
oneness of believers, He identifies how to achieve that 
oneness. The change agents insist that oneness is secured 
by refraining from basing unity on doctrine. They say our 
common affirmation of the Lordship of Jesus transcends our 
doctrinal diversity. Therefore, differing doctrinal viewpoints 
must not be permitted to disrupt fellowship and acceptance 
of anyone who affirms Jesus as Lord. In stark contrast, 
Jesus revealed that oneness is accomplished the same way 
belief is created: “through their word” (vs. 20). 

When people hear the word of God (which includes 
much more than just the Lordship of Christ), they will either 
believe or disbelieve. If they truly believe, they will obey the 
gospel plan of salvation and bring their lives into harmony 
with Bible teaching (Rom. 10:14-17; Mark 16:16; Matt. 24:13; 
James 1:12; 2:18; Heb. 11:6; II Peter 1:5-11; Gal. 5:6). Those 
who mutually embrace the doctrinal tenets of the Christian 
religion in faith will automatically be one, unified in Christ, 
and in full fellowship with each other and with God and 
Christ (I John 1:3,6-7). 

Thirdly, Jesus’ prayer was spoken in behalf of the 
church—not the world (vs. 9,16). The unity of which Jesus 
spoke was unity among New Testament Christians—those 
who obey the gospel plan of salvation (John 3:5; Mark 16:16; 
Matt. 28:19-20; Acts 2:38; 22:16). But, as shown earlier in 
this chapter, a denomination is not a New Testament church 
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of Christ. Those who enter into a denomination, complying 
with that denomination’s peculiar plan of salvation, have 
not become Christians in the New Testament sense (see 
Chapter 14). They have not come to believe in Christ through 
the word of His bona fide spokesmen (John 17:20). Rather, 
they have embraced the words of mere men. They have been 
misled into entering a counterfeit church and turning to “a 
different gospel” (Gal. 1:6-9). 

The agents of change are completely misusing John 
chapter seventeen. They are applying it to denominationalism 
and assigning an unbiblical meaning to the term “believer” 
(e.g., James 2:19-26). In actuality, Jesus was directing His 
hopes for unity to New Testament Christians. He was 
pleading for unity among churches of Christ. How incredibly 
ironic that the very passage which the change agents appeal 
to in an effort to promote their agenda of change finds its 
most pertinent application in our day IN THEM! It is they 
who are acting in direct opposition to Jesus’ prayer. It is 
they who are creating division and splitting the ‘body of 
Christ asunder. They are the ones who are troubling the 
church by forsaking the Lord’s commands (I Kings 18:17- 
18). 


Iv. Are We Saved By Grace—Alone? 

The denominational world almost universally holds that 
salvation from sin and the action of becoming a Christian is 
achieved solely on the basis of God’s grace apart from man’s 
obedience. The denominational world has held this conception 
since the time of the Reformers, largely as a reaction to 
Roman tendencies toward a “works salvation.” In recent | 
years in churches of Christ, voices have taken up these 
sentiments and are accusing the church of having failed to 
believe in and preach grace. They say we are “just now 
discovering grace.” Consider the following quotations: 


I spent too many years of my Christian life 
not knowing what grace was. The only thing I 
knew for sure was that ‘we’ didn’t believe in it.3” 
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In spite of years of negative, legalistic, 
‘suilt-trip’ preaching, I discovered GRACE! I had 
absolutely nothing to do with my own salvation!38 


Nobody has any right to preach anything 
other than the Gospel of pure grace. We are saved 
by grace plus nothing. You are saved by faith period. 
There is nothing you can do to be saved. There are 
no rules; there are no regulations in serving Jesus 
Christ.29 


It is a scandalous and outrageous lie to 
teach that salvation arises from human activity. 
We do not contribute one whit to our salvation.49 


For me, for years, Christianity was a moral 
code. It is now becoming a love affair. For years 
there were rules and regulations, now, it’s a 
relationship.41 


I believe deeply that the New Testament 
teaches that salvation is a free gift of God period. 
You are saved by grace alone.42 


There is no human part of salvation.43 


Grace and law are mutually exclusive.44 


One implication of such thinking is that all those who 
have preceded us and failed to “discover” grace as these 
persons claim to have done, are lost in their ignorance. 
Otherwise, the present “discovery” is unnecessary and 
irrelevant. However, on the contrary, the restorers and 
pioneer preachers among churches of Christ knew and 
preached the doctrine of grace and it is both presumptuous 
and insulting to suggest otherwise. 

The facts of the matter are, as we shall see from plain 
Bible teaching; those who currently claim to have discovered 
grace have in fact discovered a cheap grace that distorts and 
neutralizes the truth of God’s word concerning the plan of 
salvation. Their stance on grace is simply one more tool 
which they are using to effect fellowship with the 
denominations. Under the guise of avoiding “legalism,” “works 
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salvation,” and “expecting perfection,” they emphasize grace 
in such a way that obedience is clearly minimized. In so 
doing, they create an atmosphere wherein the average human 
being slacks off, evades personal responsibility, does not 
pursue self-discipline in order to be pure and clean before 
God—and feels justified in his condition. 

No one who studies the Bible thoroughly would deny 
that we are saved by grace. What we do deny is that we are 
saved by grace alone or faith alone. The Scriptures no where 
say we are saved by “grace only” or “faith only.” If grace 
alone saved, then everyone on earth would be saved because 
Titus 2:11 says: “For the grace of God that brings salvation 
has appeared to all men.” Yet most people will not be saved 
(Matthew 7:13-14). Paul is simply telling Titus that God’s 
grace has appeared to all men in the sense that Christ died 
on the cross and shed His blood for the entire human race: 
“And he is the propitiation for our sins: and not for ours 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world” (I John 2:2). 
God was being gracious to the whole world by making 
provision for the sins of humanity by sending His Son. 
However, obviously not everyone will be saved. Therefore, 
something is required on man’s part in order for the 
‘individual to appropriate the benefits of God’s grace. 

Granted, if God had not taken the initiative to provide 
man with a way out of his sin problem, man would have no 
hope. In that sense, we are completely dependent on God’s 
grace-and favor. But it does not follow that man has no 
actions to perform or no commands to obey before—prior 
to—the actual forgiveness of sin. The danger certainly exists 
that some people may think they earn their salvation or 
that they achieve their salvation through their own 
meritorious actions. But this danger must not be permitted 
to obscure the fact that divinely-given preconditions exist 
that humans must enact in order for God to bestow freely 
the benefits of the blood of His son. 

In reality, the Scriptures identify several items which 
are said to “save” a person: I Peter 1:18-19 (redeemed with 
the blood of Jesus); II Corinthians 7:10; Acts 11:18 
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(repentance is unto salvation/life); James 2:24 (Gustified by 
works); Romans 5:1 (justified by faith); Titus 3:5 (mercy 
saved us); Titus 3:7 (justified by grace); I Peter 3:21 (baptism 
saves). If the Bible states that each one of these items has 
a part to play in our salvation, then it is just plain 
wrong to say that any one of these items alone, by itself, 
saves. 

Put simply, “grace” is a word that refers to “undeserved 
favor.” As it relates to God and salvation, “grace” is simply 
the approval that God offers or extends to human beings, 
though human beings do not deserve His kindness (Rom. 
5:8). According to the Bible, when God offers His grace, that 
divine approval may be secured, received or accepted if the 
individual complies with whatever conditions God 
specifies. 

Consider two simple illustrations. Suppose I tell you 
that I am going to give you my Cadillac (proof that this is 
a hypothetical illustration) as a free gift—an act of grace on 
my part which you do not deserve and have not earned. All 
you have to do is believe me or trust me, make the necessary 
title changes, and come over to my house and get the keys. 
Would you take me up on that offer? Would you joyfully and 
eagerly comply with the stipulations which I outlined as 
being prerequisite to receiving the car? After complying 
with those requirements, would you feel you had earned 
the car—or would you still consider the car a free and 
undeserved gift? 

Another illustration: Suppose you go on a cruise and 
midway through that voyage you fall overboard and are left 
behind to thrash in the waters of the Atlantic. You are left 
alone in the middle of nowhere with no hope of saving 
yourself. Just when you are about to go under for the third 
time, you see a fishing boat. As it approaches, a fisherman 
stands up in the boat, throws out a line with a life-saving 
ring attached to the end. You frantically grasp the ring and 
pull it over your arms and head. The man then reels you in, 
pulls you over into the boat and you are saved. 

How were you saved? By the kindness and unmerited 
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favor of the fisherman? Or was it the boat that the fisherman 
was in? What about the line and the ring? Were they 
necessary to salvation? What about your own effort in 
accepting the life line, grasping the ring, pulling it over your 
head and hanging on as you are pulled into the boat? Yet, 
would you even for one moment claim to have saved yourself? 
Would you not instead extol the grace and kindness of the 
fisherman (without which you could not have been saved) 
and yet recognize that his grace alone did not save you? 
There are several variables, constituent elements, involved 
in the salvation event. 

So it is in Scripture. God’s grace is unfathomable and 
indispensable. Without the grace of God, we human beings 
would have no hope and no prospect of salvation. In a very 
practical, concrete way, the grace of God consisted of the 
sending of Jesus to atone for the sin of humanity in His 
death upon the cross. His grace is also seen in the fact that 
He gave us the Bible which describes to us His scheme of 
redemption and tells us what we need to do to fit into that 
divine plan. 

Paul summarizes the twofold plan of salvation in 
Ephesians 2:8-9: “For by grace you have been saved through 
.faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God, not of 
works, lest anyone should boast.” Notice that “grace” sums 
up God’s redemptive activity in making a way for people to 
be saved. “Faith” in this passage refers to the response which 
we human beings are to make without thinking we are 
earning our salvation or in some way matching God’s 
contribution to the salvation process. “Grace” includes all 
God has done on our behalf and “faith” includes all man is 
to do in response to God’s grace so that man can receive the 
offer of salvation in Christ. As Romans 5:1-2 says, “Therefore 
having been justified by faith, we have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom also we have 
access by faith into this grace in which we stand, and rejoice 
in hope of the glory of God.” 

Anytime the New Testament speaks of being saved “by 
faith,” it is referring to a faith that includes whatever actions 
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God specifies as necessary. James makes this clear in James 
2:22: “Do you see that faith was working together with his 
works, and by works faith was made perfect?” And notice his 
concluding remarks in James 2:24,26: “You see then that a 
man is justified by works, and not by faith only. For as the 
body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is 
dead also.” 

These statements harmonize with many other passages 
which place the spotlight on the responsibility of human 
beings to appropriate God’s grace and spiritual blessings by 
obedience to prerequisites stipulated by God. After proving 
that Jesus is the Lord and Christ predicted in the Old 
Testament, Peter commanded individuals to repent and be 
baptized for the forgiveness of sins (Acts 2:38). He then 
urged them to “save yourselves from this untoward 
generation” (Acts 2:40). He later summarized man’s obedient 
response to the gospel in Acts 10:34-35: “Then Peter opened 
his mouth and said: In truth I perceive that God shows no 
partiality. But in every nation whoever fears Him and works 
righteousness is accepted by Him.” Paul instructed Christians 
in Philippi,“Therefore, my beloved, as you have always 
obeyed, not as in my presence only, but now much more in 
my absence, work out your own salvation with fear and 
trembling” (Phil. 2:12). 

Consider Peter’s sermon in Acts chapter two. After 
preaching the gospel, many were convicted to the point that 
they asked, “Men and brethren, what shall we do?” (Acts 
2:37). If salvation is by grace alone, Peter should have said, 
“There’s nothing you can do! Salvation does not depend upon 
human activity. God’s grace saves you without any action on 
your part.” But Peter did not say that! Instead, he identified 
specific actions which those present had to do. So it was 
with Saul in Acts 22:10 when he asked Jesus, “What shall 
I do Lord?” That was the perfect time to set everyone straight 
concerning salvation by grace alone! Yet, He told Saul he 
would have to go listen to an inspired preacher who would 
give him instructions. Those instructions included: “Arise 
and be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the 
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name of the Lord” (Acts 22:16). Notice that Saul had to get 
up and do something before God’s grace would wash away 
his sins. 

Consider these additional Scriptures: “Not everyone 
who says to Me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the kingdom of 
heaven, but he who does the will of My Father in heaven” 
(Matt. 7:21). “Though He was a Son, yet He learned obedience 
by the things which He suffered. And having been perfected, 
He became the author of eternal salvation to all who obey 
Him” (Hebrews 5:8-9). “In flaming fire taking vengeance on 
those who do not know God, and on those who do not obey 
the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ” (II Thess. 1:8). All these 
passages show that while God’s grace makes it possible for 
a person to be saved, nevertheless, in order for one to be 
saved initially and to stay saved, one must obey God’s 
commands; and man’s obedience does not nullify God’s 
grace. 

Notice other passages: “But if we walk in the light, as 
He is in the light, we have fellowship with one another, and 
the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanses us from all sin” 
(I John 1:7). “Be faithful until death, and I will give you the 
crown of life” (Rev. 2:10). “We then, as workers together 
- with Him also plead with you not to receive the grace of God 
in vain” (II Cor. 6:1). “You have become estranged from 
Christ, you who attempt to be justified by the law; you have 
fallen from grace” (Gal. 5:4). “Looking diligently lest anyone 
fall short of the grace of God; lest any root of bitterness 
springing up cause trouble, and by this many become defiled” 
(Heb. 12:15). “For the Lord God is a sun and shield; the Lord 
will give grace and glory; no good thing will He withhold 
from those who walk uprightly” (Psm. 84:11). Once again, 
these passages show that there are conditions— 
prerequisites—to receiving the grace of God and keeping the 
grace of God. 

Conditions do not nullify the grace of God. God’s grace 
and Christ’s blood constitute the grounds of our salvation, 
but acts of obedience (like baptism) constitute the conditions 
of our salvation. 


V. Significant Contributors to 
Denominational Tendencies 

Before drawing this chapter to a close, attention must 
be given to five instances wherein members of churches of 
Christ are openly embracing denominationalism. Many 
additional examples could be given. Instances of 
fraternization with denominations are now legion among us. 
The five that have been selected are representative of all the 
others, but stand out for their far-reaching influence upon 
the church. 

1. On January 5, 1986, William Banowsky spoke at 
the First United Methodist church in downtown Fort Worth. 
Having been the president of Pepperdine University as well 
as Oklahoma University, he was then president of Gaylord 
Broadcasting whose affiliate station in the Dallas-Fort Worth 
metroplex, KTVT, aired the Methodist worship service every 
Sunday. What shocked so many brethren about the incident 
was Banowsky’s obvious ecumenical tendencies. He expressed 
his appreciation at being in the presence of “this historic, 
beautiful, deeply meaningful, grand fellowship.” He 
commended the Methodist pastor for his work and urged the 
congregation to continue to air their worship services in 
view of the great good it was doing: 


I’m so happy that we have Channel 11 to bring 
Barry Bailey to the people of central Texas. The 
most important thing you can do is keep him on 
television. ... You keep him on because nothing, I 
think, is more effective in reaching people. After 
all, this is just a hospital and those of you who are 
enrolled here, who’ve checked in, are in pretty good 
‘shape. It’s the people who still need to come, who 
are there [pointing to the camera] and think of 
those in their homes today.4® 


The entire affair was a model demonstration of the trend 
among churches of Christ to embrace denominationalism-as 
manifested by a prominent and highly visible representative. 

2. A second widespread indicator of the drive toward 
denominationalism has been the emphasis given to evading 
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the name “church of Christ.” Manifesting itself in a variety 
of forms, the most striking occurrence of this change is seen 
when a liberal, progressive group finally leaves a 
congregation, having failed to swing the majority to their 
view. They commence to advertise the new church which 
they have formed under new names. Sometimes the word 
“community” is incorporated into the new name—an obvious 
attempt to mimic the community church phenomenon that 
has spread across the country. Sometimes a term is selected 
that identifies the group with a particular locale and is 
placed before the word “church.” For example, the “Southern 
Hills Church.”46 Some of these churches place in smaller 
letters beneath the name: “a Church of Christ family.” This 
change has come directly out of denominationalism—not the 
Bible. It is a further attempt to seek respectability and 
fellowship with the religious world at large. 

3. A third evidence of the strong connections that are 
being forged with denominationalism is the participation of 
so many with Promise Keepers.4’ The surface purpose of the 
organization is certainly praiseworthy, i.e., to motivate 
American males to be better husbands and fathers. However, 
the entire movement is permeated by the denominational 
- brand of Christianity. Without giving a complete critique of 
Promise Keepers,48 the following observations may be made 
which expose its unbiblical attributes. It promotes 
unscriptural church organization. It promotes a Calvinistic, 
Pentecostal view of the work of the Holy Spirit. It advocates 
that salvation occurs by “faith only.” It promotes worship 
behaviors that conflict with the New Testament worship 
that God authorizes. It advocates a denominational, 
ecumenical approach to Christianity rather than the one 
body teaching of the Bible. Flournoy concludes: 


Promise Keepers is in reality an inter- 
denominational organization that promotes 
denominational doctrines in the name of helping 
men keep their commitments. It may look 
attractive on the surface, but in reality it is filled 
with false doctrine.49 
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4. A fourth significant indicator of affiliation with 
denominationalism has been the behavior of Rubel Shelly. 
His shift to the left began in the early 1980s. He has gradually 
moved further and further into denominationalism. His 
preaching, writing and traveling have apparently influenced 
a myriad of others to go with him. Many instances are 
available to document his journey. Only one will be 
mentioned—the sermon he presented on April 13, 1994 to 
the Pentecostal Holiness Conference at Christ Church in 
Nashville, Tennessee. In this sermon, he complimented the 
Pentecostal preacher for his “pastoring” and “ministry.” He 
jokingly commented: “Did all of you notice during the worship 
and praise time a while ago that I was singing acappella?” 
He also stated: 


We come from our different backgrounds and 
traditions and sometimes those backgrounds and 
traditions become so important to us that we forget 
really that the kingdom of God is wider, deeper, 
larger, greater than any of those particular streams 
or traditions. The streams and tributaries flowing 
into the larger kingdom of God, we would do well 
not to build dams in each others little rivulets. So 
I want to be a part of anything and everything that 
I consider holy and of God and I want to encourage 
your ministries and I want to be able to revel in 
the encouragement that’s already come to my being 
able to be here. But the terrible thing about a 
conference in your home city is you really get very 
little opportunity to participate in it. I wish I could 
be a part of the whole week.99 


This depiction of denominations as being streams that all 
flow into the larger river of the kingdom is simply an updated 
version of the old idea that “we’re all headed to the same 
destination, just by different routes.” 

5. A final significant manifestation of the wholesale 
endorsement of denominationalism occurring among churches 
of Christ is the work of Max Lucado. He has interacted with 
the denominations in supportive ways for several years.51 
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Lucado’s books are extremely popular in the denominational 
world. Why? Because he presents a watered down, diluted 
brand of Christianity, i.e., denominationalism. He does not 
teach the whole counsel of God with regard to the Christian 
religion. He does not mention the essentiality of baptism. He 
does not present to his readers the biblical portrait of the 
one church of the Bible. He does not press the New Testament 
requirements regarding true worship. 

As a writer, Max manifests a great deal of literary skill 
and talented ability to express himself. But the essence and 
appeal of Lucado’s books lies beyond mere writing style. 
They create within the reader an experience that is better 
felt than told. The actual content of his books is extremely 
thin. He emphasizes broad themes like Jesus, God’s love, 
and the cross. But his treatment of these biblical themes is 
shallow and lacks substance. The practical effect of his books 
is to make the reader feel closer to Jesus, to have a sense 
of nearness and personal connection with Him. But herein 
lies the fatal flaw in his writing. Nearness to God is defined 
in Scripture in terms of one’s compliance with God’s will 
(Psm. 145:18; Isa. 55:6; James 4:8; Matt. 7:21-23; Luke 6:46- 
49; Heb. 5:9). 

Just getting people to feel good about Jesus does not 
convict them with the need to submit and conform to His 
will. Max’s books are directed toward arousing emotions. 
Their basic thrust is to evoke good feelings about Jesus. But 
they do not convict the reader of sin. They do not create 
within the reader a deep sense of lostness and the need for 
forgiveness. They do not point the reader specifically to the 
need to obey Christ’s words. Consequently, his books only 
serve to blur reality and make people feel religious. His 
books give people a false sense of security (Jer. 6:14). 

One technique inherent in Max’s books is the way 
details are fabricated to fill in the blank spots in biblical 
narratives. Suggesting to the reader’s imagination details 
that the inspired writer did not divulge serves to excite 
emotions and stimulate aesthetic interest. It shifts the reader 
away from the thrust of Scripture (i.e., how one must respond 
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to God). Instead, the reader is treated to a sentimental 
wallowing in the pleasant sensations that have been aroused 
by the literary technique. The essence and object of the 
religion that is created is that of feeling good rather than 
pleasing God. This explains why Lucado books are so popular 
in the denominational world at large. Denominationalism, 
by definition, operates more out of emotion than reason and 
accurate assessment of God’s words (see Chapter 6). 

Max’s denominational view of Christianity was made 
crystal clear in his lecture at the 1995 Pepperdine University 
Bible Lectures: 


Well, the best I can figure it, the situation 
looks something like this. God has enlisted us into 
His navy. We have been called to serve on a ship. 
Not a cruise ship—but a battleship. Not a ship for 
enjoyment—but a ship of war. Each of us has 
different responsibilities on this ship. Some of us 
are called to man the cannons of praise and prayer. 
Others of us are diligently searching the sea for 
those who are lost on the sea. Still others are 
dedicated to the feeding and leading of the crew. 

But though all of us have different gifts 
and abilities on this ship, we all share one common 
moment. A very tender moment in which the 
captain of the ship found us discouraged and lonely 
in the seacoast shanty, and invited us to turn our 
back on the city and board the ship, and cross the 
gangplank of His grace and allow him to transport 
us home. That’s what we have in common. There 
is one ship. There is one captain. There is one 
destination. Just one. 

Regarding the seaworthiness of the vessel, 
we have no concern. He said the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it. The captain is strong. The 
captain is worthy. We are not worried that this 
ship will reach its destination. Of that we have 
absolutely no concern. But regarding the harmony 
of the crew—we have great concern. 

I don’t know if you’ve noticed it or not, but 
not everybody on this ship is just like you. If you’ve 


318 


been aboard this vessel very long, you’ve poked 
around in enough corners and in enough cabins 
and explored enough decks to find that not 
everybody thinks the way you think. Not everybody 
dresses the way you dress. Not everyone acts the 
way you act. And perhaps you've gotten up enough 
courage to approach someone and say, “why are 
you so different?” And their response was, “I was 
just about to ask the same of you.” 

And oh, how we tend to cluster on this 
ship. Oh, how we tend to find people who think 
like we think and enjoy their presence. There are 
varying opinions on this ship. There is a group of 
people aboard this ship who think that true 
spirituality is measured out in what you do and 
how you work and are diligent in prayer and solemn 
in expression. For that reason, they tend to 
congregate around the part of the ship known as 
the stern. There are still others who are very 
opinionated regarding the type of prayer. They feel 
that prayer is experienced truly only on your knees. 
So they enjoy being around the bow. 

If you look down below, there are those 
who engage in serious study of the nuts and the 
bolts of this ship. They are uncomfortable with 
others on the ship who enjoy dwelling in the crow’s 
nest, feeling and sensing and breathing in the 
aromas. Those above say, “what you feel is more 
important than what you know;” those below say, 
“what you know is more important than what you 
feel.” And, oh, how we tend to cluster. 

There are those aboard this ship who say 
once you get on it, you're never able to get off no 
matter what you do. And then there are others— 
equally serious students—who say to get off would 
be foolish and fatal, but the choice is always yours. 
There are those, I have noticed, on this ship who 
say you are here out of no choice of your own, you 
were predestined to be a sailor; not everyone was, 
but you were. And then there are those who say, 
no, God is a God of choice and He would only leave 
that choice with us. 
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There are those who say that before this 
ship docks, there will be a great and mighty 
tribulation. There are those who say, yes, there 
will be a great and mighty tribulation, but that 
will come after this ship safely reaches the shore. 
And, oh, how we tend to cluster. 

And then there is the matter of the weekly 
meeting in which we gather to read the words of 
the captain and give thanks to him. We all agree 
that it is necessary, but that’s about the extent of 
our agreement. There are those who say it should 
be solemn; there are those who say it should be 
spontaneous. There are those who say certain 
genders should be quiet; there are those who say 
certain genders should be loud. There are those 
who say we should play the trumpet and then there 
are those who say, no, my voice is simply trumpet 
enough. And, oh, how we tend to cluster.52 


In this illustration, Max is unequivocally including as 
part of the church of Christ—Christians—those who are 
members of denominations. He refers to those who do not 
believe one can fall from grace (i.e., Baptists). He refers to 
those who believe in predestination (i.e., Presbyterians). He 
also shows that he considers the use of instrumental music 
in worship, premillennialism, and female leadership in 
worship as trivial matters that ought not to disrupt harmony 
and fellowship. He underscores this ecumenical attitude 
further in the same lecture: 


For that reason we must say with utter 
confidence that when we see one who with pure 
heart calls God father, the one who with pure heart 
calls Jesus savior, we see a brother or a sister. We 
don’t have a vote! (applause)°3 


In other words, the single criterion of acknowledging God 
and Christ—believing in them and embracing them in one’s 
mind—is sufficient to make one a Christian and in fellowship 
with all other Christians. Such thinking is even more liberal 
and more far out than many of the thinkers among the 
denominations themselves. 
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After describing the gap that existed between the thief 
on the cross and the God of Heaven, Lucado asked: 


What could Jesus do to extend a hand that was far 
greater than the canyon between a Baptist and a 
Church of Christ or a Methodist and a Church of 
Christ? What could Jesus do to extend a hand from 
Him who has never sinned to he who has done 
nothing but sin?... Far greater than any canyon 
that you or I will ever have to bridge is the canyon 
that Christ bridged. . . . And my question is this: 
If Christ can do all that to accept us, can’t we do 
something to accept His other children? . . . Doesn’t 
Christ accept us with all of our doctrinal 
misinterpretations and curiosities and peculiarities 
and unevenness? Can’t we do the same for others? 
... That’s the reason we must accept one another. 
Not because they are right; not because we are 
right; but because He is right. 


These notions rise out of a distorted concept of God. 


Summary 

The confusion that exists within churches of Christ 
regarding correct doctrine and its connection to a right 
relationship with God and fellowman is most unfortunate. 
If Satan can convince people that they are in a right condition 
spiritually when they are not, he has succeeded in achieving 
his goal. It will not do to accuse those who are striving to 
conform to God’s instructions of being prideful, jealous, 
insecure, or protective of pet loyalties just because they object 
to union with those with whom they disagree. The difference 
between those urging fellowship with the denominations and 
those of us who oppose such fellowship is not that we “draw 
lines.” Both sides draw lines! Every false teacher draws 
lines! The difference comes down to where the lines are to 
be drawn. 

The lines that God wants drawn are obscured by the 
current rationale that insists that “we all have doctrinal 
peculiarities, therefore we must learn to accept one another 
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on some basis other than doctrine or at least on the basis 
of only a few doctrines.” Such thinking clouds the fact that 
the New Testament conveys essentially two key points that 
clarify the confusion. First, the Bible emphasizes the fact 
that only those who have genuinely obeyed the gospel plan 
of salvation have come into contact with the blood of Christ 
and are therefore Christians. This means that only those 
who in penitent faith are immersed in water for the 
remission of their sins are Christians. We can know, 
therefore, who is a Christian and who is not a Christian. 
Any individual who claims to be a Christian and who is very 
religious in many areas of his life, but who has not obeyed 
the one true plan of salvation, must not be fellowshipped as 
a Christian. 

Second, the New Testament is equally clear regarding 
what it takes to live the Christian life, i.e., to remain faithful 
and in a saved condition before God. To the extent that we 
can know whether a person is conducting himself faithfully 
as a Christian, to that extent we are obligated to apply God’s 
will regarding fellowship. If a Christian ceases to live 
faithfully and refuses to repent of that unfaithful condition, 
other Christians are obligated by God to take steps that will 
ultimately sever fellowship with the impenitent person. 

Upon these two biblical planks, the question of the 
status of the denominations is clear. The vast majority of 
those in denominations have never even obeyed the one true 
plan of salvation which God gave to cleanse them of their 
sin. Though they may be sincere, religious, and involved in 
many commendable works, they remain in an unsaved 
condition. Those few who may well have obeyed the biblical 
plan of salvation and come into contact with the blood of 
Christ are, nevertheless, living unfaithfully to God by 
worshipping in error and fellowshipping false religion. 
Consequently, they are in an unsaved condition and separated 
from the fellowship of faithful Christians. They are in need 
of our teaching and encouragement to extricate themselves 
from their lost condition. They certainly do not need us to 
reassure them that “none of us is perfect,” “none of us can 
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agree on doctrine anyway,” and “God will accept us if we are 
sincere in our love and faith for Him.” 


Conclusion 

How tragic, that at the very time when our nation 
needs to have God’s truth clearly articulated, so many within 
churches of Christ are selling out and blurring the distinction 
between the false religions of man and the religion of God. 
Those within churches of Christ who are embracing the 
denominations and working hard to get others to do the 
same are, in reality, participating with Satan to fool people 
into thinking they are acceptable to God when they are not. 
Of all the changes that churches of Christ are currently 
facing, surely this fraternization with denominationalism is 
the most sinister, the most destructive, and the most tragic 
in its implications for the future of the church and for eternity. 
Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do! 
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Christ and our common hope that His kingdom would 
come in Boulder even as it is in Heaven, is greater than 
those things that divide us. So we unite with one voice 
to engage the battle against the enemy. 


Henderson’s speech received a standing ovation. Cf., Roy Jones, 
“Ex-Abilene Preacher Calls For Churches To Mirror Real Life,” 
Abilene Reporter-News (Tuesday, February 20, 1996), Al. Cf., 
“Ministers of RHCC Attend Promise Keepers Fan Into Flame 
1996 Clergy Conference,” Men of Promise 3/1 (March, 1996):3, 
which comments on Max Lucado’s talk on “The Pastor and 
Denominational Harmony”—“I think God would like to have the 
basis of fellowship to be the Lordship of Christ.” If acceptance of 
Christ as Lord is all that is necessary to make one a Christian and 
bring one into fellowship with all other Christians, what do the 
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Compare also Rubel Shelly’s speech “God Calls For The Unity 
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Chapter 30 


THE AUTHORITY OF ELDERS 


he question of whether elders possess scriptural sanction 
to act with authority in the discharge of their 
shepherding responsibilities has received considerable 
attention in recent years. Some have taken the position that 
elders wield no more power in the : 
local church than the power of their F will set up 


1 
example.! In other words, elders can Rho 00 Hordstenen 
attempt to exert influence on church 
members by their lives and their them who will 


own conduct, but they have no feed them’ 
biblical permission to make oh Himes 
decisions that are binding on eect 
church members—decisions with which members are 
scripturally obligated to comply. 

God is certainly free to structure His church however 
He chooses. If He intended to set up His church in such a 
way that the membership operates democratically through 
majority rule, so be it. If, on the other hand, He wanted the 
local church to be managed, directed, and governed by a 
plurality of imperfect men who have inet specific 
qualifications, we ought to be willing to conform our wills to 
that divine intention. Even when well-meaning or ill- 
intentioned human beings bungle God’s intentions, abuse 
the system, and use the system to advance their own petty, 
self-centered agenda, we must not abandon the system that 
God intended. The misuse of authority is no argument against 
its proper use (e.g., I Sam. 8:1-8). 

Surely, a link exists between the widespread cultural 
inclination to rebel against authority (see Chapter 5) and 
the conspiratorial move within churches of Christ to challenge 
the authority of elders. Previous reference has been made to 
the fact that the younger generation—the “babyboomers”— 
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are forging and leading the charge for change in the church. 
They bear the greatest responsibility for effacing and 
transforming the church into a denominational duplicate. 
The greatest amount of resistance to this transformation 
has come from the older generation. Why? Because the older 
folks are just “set in their ways,” “naturally resistant to 
change,” or “old fogie, fuddy-duddies”? No. It is because they 
long ago were genuinely gripped by the biblical message of 
New Testament Christianity. They long ago came into contact 
with the singularity and exclusivity of the church of Jesus 
Christ. They long ago went through the process that resulted 
in their own rejection of denominationalism. 

Now that the younger folk have become enamored by 
the glitter and glamor of false religion and are, in essence, 
promoting a return to the denominational product which the 
older folks long ago abandoned, the younger generation is 
meeting stiff resistance from the older folks. Since, by 
scriptural definition, the elders of a congregation are older 
men, the youthful change agents have repeatedly 
encountered opposition to their changes from elders. These 
two forces—the culture wide tendency to rebel against 
authority and the change agents’ irritation with the frequent 
obstacle posed by elders to their efforts—have combined to 
‘create a climate conducive to the undermining of the authority 
of the eldership. 

Simple observation of human civilization reveals that, 
generally speaking, older people are wiser and more 
experienced than younger people. Exceptions to this general 
observation certainly exist. But most of the time, with age 
comes insight and awareness that are lacking in youth. When 
God chose to position within His church a plurality of older 
men to function as elders, He obviously intended that these 
men be listened to, heeded, and respected (I Thess. 5:12-13; 
Heb. 13:7, 17). These divine intentions inherently necessitate 
the exercise of authority by the eldership. 

Indeed, throughout Bible history, God’s designated 
leaders always possessed adequate authority to expedite their 
responsibility. Perhaps a brief word of explanation is needed 


333 


to clarify what is meant by “authority.” When God singled 
out individuals in Bible history for the purpose of functioning 
as leaders (e.g., Moses, Aaron, Joshua, Samuel), that meant 
that the leader was to lead. He was to interact with the 
people in such a way that he was to direct, govern, manage 
or modify their behavior. The people were under divine 
obligation to follow his lead. They were to be respectful of 
his position as a leader. They were to heed his directions 
and submit to the instructions that he gave to them. 

The people may well have chosen to resist, reject or 
rebel against their leaders’ authority to the extent that the 
leader was powerless to elicit compliance. Nevertheless, God’s 
leaders were invested with the right (i.e., power, authority) 
to regulate the behavior of the people. The people were under 
divine obligation to submit to their leading. Korah is certainly 
a prime example of failure to submit to the authority of 
God’s leaders (Num. 16; Jude 11). Aaron and Miriam likewise 
serve as sober reminders of the seriousness of challenging 
the authority of God’s designated leader (Num. 12). 

Space considerations forbid a thorough analysis of what 
the Bible teaches concerning the authority of elders. For 
more detailed information, the reader is urged to consult the 
documentation for the affirmations that follow.2 The passages 
that refer to elders in the New Testament indicate either 
explicitly or implicitly that elders wield authority. These 
passages include Acts 20:28-31; I Thessalonians 5:12-13; 
I Timothy 3:4-5; Titus 1:7; Hebrews 13:17; I Peter 5:1-4. The 
terms used to designate elders in the New Testament imply 
authority: episkopos (translated “overseer” or “bishop”); 
poimen (translated “shepherd” or “pastor”); presbuteros 
(translated “elder” or “presbyter”); oikonomos (translated 
“steward”). The descriptions in the New Testament of their 
work imply authority: to shepherd, tend or feed, watch, rule, 
take care of, admonish. The instructions to church members 
that describe their responsibility toward elders imply 
authority: obey, submit, esteem. 

Some have pointed to the fact that Jesus said all 
authority belongs to Him (Matt. 28:18) and that His disciples 
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would not exercise authority like the Gentiles (Matt. 20:26). 
However, these statements do not eliminate the authority of 
the eldership anymore than they eliminated apostolic 
authority. Jesus delegated authority to a variety of entities, 
including parents and governments (Eph. 6:1-4; Rom. 13:1- 
3; I Peter 2:13-14). The authority delegated by Christ is 
unlike human authority in terms of the standard of 
greatness—not in terms of the exercise of authority itself.3 

Others have argued that the term hegeomai in 
Hebrews 13:7,17,24 does not carry the idea of authority. 
However, a careful analysis reveals that the term does, 
indeed, include the notion of ruling authority.4 Every attempt 
to diffuse or soften the terms that refer to elders and their 
authority is ultimately an attempt to “play word games” and 
“split hairs”—a matter of semantics. If elders do not possess 
authority that requires members uniquely to heed their 
counsel, then elders are no different from any other church 
member charged with the responsibility of showing loving 
concern for others. The very idea of an elder becomes 
superfluous. 


Conclusion 

As previously suggested, two factors have contributed 
‘to the propensity to dilute the authority of elders: the general 
spirit of rebellion against authority that exists in American 
culture and the natural tendency for elders to be roadblocks 
ta the efforts of the agents of change. Perhaps one additional 
factor should be added to these two. Historically, people 
become restless and frustrated when the system does not 
function properly, i.e., when prominent individuals abuse 
the system by using it for their own selfish ends. The people 
tend to overreact by overthrowing the entire system instead 

of simply making corrective adjustments to the system. 
Without a doubt, some elders in our day, maybe even 
many elders in our day, have failed to grasp Bible teaching 
regarding their work and responsibility. They have 
manifested an authoritarian attitude and manner—behaving 
as dictators. They have conceived of themselves primarily 
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as decision makers rather than as shepherds, nurturers, 
encouragers, and approachable advisors. They have concerned 
themselves with petty materialistic concerns like carpet and 
air conditioners rather than watching for souls and assisting 
members in facing the spiritual difficulties and pitfalls of 
life. They have failed to function as leaders, rallying the 
congregation to evangelistic action, benevolent service and 
zestful Christian living. They have squandered the churches 
physical and spiritual resources by simply “keeping house” 
and “holding down the fort” (Matt. 25:18, 24-30). 

However, these circumstances do not justify a change 
in the biblical organization of the church. We simply need 
to address and correct the abuses. The Bible even describes 
how to correct the situation (I Tim. 5:17-20). Even if we have 
to endure little men in high places for a period of time, we 
need to trust God to deal with them in His own way in His 
own time (I Sam. 2:25; I Kings 21:19-23; 22:1; II Kings 9:33- 
36). Even dictatorial, unqualified elders cannot keep us from 
getting busy and doing our own personal work for the Lord. 
But if we dwell upon their shortcomings and allow ourselves 
to become obsessed with the injustice of their status, we will 
sidetrack ourselves from the responsibilities laid upon us. 
We may succumb to the temptation to allow our frustration 
to be vented against such men, only to learn in eternity that 
we were rebelling against God (I Sam. 8:7). 
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Chapter 31 


MORAL ISSUES 


ae indication of unscriptural change within the 
church is the worldiness which is being manifested by 
so many members. The breakdown in the moral fiber of our 
nation and the rejection of “traditional American family 
values” is taking its toll on members 
“C Were they of the church. Christians are 
js Phere allowing the same permissive 
asfamed men HCY) mindset and the same liberal 
had committed attitudes that are out in the world, 
to infiltrate their thinking and 
living.! Compromise with the world 
Po! “They were not| on a number of moral issues has 
at all ashamed: become increasingly evident. 
. When one relaxes his or her 
Dor did they know doctrinal convictions, the temptation 
how fo blush.” is equally strong to weaken one’s 
aoe ts views and behavior with regard to 
what we typically call moral issues. 
Along with the widespread watering down of doctrinal 
conviction within the church by those clamoring for change 
comes a tendency to soften and be “open-minded” on matters 
of morality. Five are discussed in this chapter: abortion, 
homosexuality, gambling (i.e., the lottery), divorce and 
remarriage, and modest apparel. 


abominiation? 


Abortion 
More than 4,400 babies are aborted in this country 
everyday. Every year 1,600,000 children are killed by abortion 
doctors. Since 1973, when the Supreme Court legalized 
abortion-on-demand, some 31,000,000 babies have been 
slaughtered. Do you realize that in two decades we have 
destroyed an entire generation of children? In fact, thirty 
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percent of all babies conceived in this country are killed 
before they ever see the light of day—and the slaughter 
continues. 

A significant number of Americans consider abortion to 
be an acceptable option. Regardless of the social arguments, 
the political arguments and the medical arguments, the 
spiritual arguments take priority. How does God feel about 
abortion? What is His view of the matter? Please examine 
with me what the Bible says about abortion. 

American civilization is undergoing a sweeping cultural 
revolution. The American moral framework is being 
restructured and this country’s religious roots and spiritual 
perspective is being altered. The founding fathers and the 
American population of the first century and a half of our 
existence would not have tolerated many of the beliefs and 
practices which are becoming acceptable to society. The list 
of practices would include gambling (i.e., the lottery, horse- 
racing, casinos, etc.), divorce, alcohol and public drunkenness, 
homosexuality, unwed pregnancy, pornographic magazines 
and movies. These behaviors simply would not have been 
tolerated by the bulk of American society from the beginning 
up to World War Two. But the moral and religious 
foundations of our nation are experiencing catastrophic 

‘upheaval. The widespread practice of abortion is simply one 
sign among many of this cultural shift in our country. 

But there is still a God in Heaven—the omnipotent, 
omniscient Creator of the universe. He has communicated to 
the human race in the Bible and He has stated that He will 
one day call all human beings who have ever lived to account 
and judge them on the basis of their behavior on earth. 
Therefore, every single person is responsible for carefully 
studying God’s word, determining how He wants us to behave, 
and then complying with those directions. It’s that simple 
and it’s that certain. 

While the Bible does not speak directly to the practice 
of abortion, it does provide enough relevant material to enable 
us to know God’s will on the matter. In Zechariah 12:1, God 
is said to be not only the Creator of the heavens and the 
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earth, but He also “forms the spirit of man within him.” So 
God is the giver of life. That makes human life sacred. God 
is responsible for implanting the human spirit within the 
human body. We humans have no right to end human life— 
unless God authorizes us to do so. But taking a human life, 
biblically, is based on that human’s behavior. Taking the life 
of an unborn infant is hardly based upon the moral conduct 
of that infant. So if God places the human spirit in a human 
being while that person is in the mother’s womb, to end that 
life is to go directly against God’s action of “forming the 
spirit of man in him.” 

But when does the human spirit enter the human 
body and thereby bring into existence a human being? When 
does God implant the soul into the body—at birth or prior 
to birth? The Bible provides abundant evidence to answer 
that question. For example, Solomon said in Ecclesiastes 
11:5— 

As you do not know what is the way of the spirit, 
nor how the bones grow in the womb of her that 
is with child: so you do not know the works of God 
who makes all. 


Notice that Solomon equates fetal development with the 
activity of God. Job describes the same process in Job 10:11- 
12. There he attributes his pre-birth growth to God. David 
is even more specific in Psalms 139:138-16. 


For You have formed my inward parts; You have 
covered me in my mother’s womb. I will praise 
You; for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; 
marvelous are Your works, and that my soul knows 
very well. My frame was not hidden from You, 
when I was made in secret, and skillfully wrought 
in the lowest parts of the earth. Your eyes saw my 
substance, being yet unformed. And in Your book 
they all were written, the days fashioned for me, 
when as yet there were none of them. 


David insists that his development as a human being, his 
personhood, was achieved by God, prior to his birth, while 
in his mother’s womb. 


340 


Someone says, “But Ecclesiastes, Job and Psalms are 
all poetry.” My response to that is, “So.” I never cease to be 
amazed how easily people dismiss the Bible by such 
uninformed tactics—as if poetic language does not have 
meaning! Solomon, Job and David were all clearly attributing 
their pre-birth personhood to the creative activity of God. 

Consider Jeremiah’s claim regarding God’s plans for 
him. In Jeremiah 1:4-5, Jeremiah declared: 


Then the word of the Lord came unto me, saying: 
Before I formed you in the womb I knew you; Before 
you were born I sanctified you; and I ordained you 
a prophet to the nations. 


Compare this statement with Paul’s equivalent claim in 
Galatians 1:15 where he says that God set him apart to do 
his apostolic ministry even while he was in his mother’s 
womb. Isaiah made the same claim: 


Listen, O coastlands, to me, and take heed, you 
peoples from afar! The Lord has called me from the 
womb; from the inward parts of my mother He has 
made mention of my name (Isa. 49:1). 


_ These passages do not teach predestination. Jeremiah 
and Paul could have exercised their free will and rejected 
- God’s will for their lives—in which case God would have 
found someone else to do the job. But these passages do 
teach that God treats people as human beings even before 
they are born. These passages show that a pre-born infant 
is a person—a human baby. There is no significant difference 
between a human being one minute before birth and that 
same human being one minute after birth. And that status 
as a human being applies to a person throughout his or her 
pre-natal development from the moment of conception. 

In Luke chapter one, Mary, the mother of Jesus, visited 
Elizabeth, the mother of John the Baptizer. Both women 
were pregnant at the time. Notice the occasion: 


Now Mary arose in those days and went into the 
hill country with haste, to a city of Judah, and 
entered the house of Zacharias and greeted 
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Elizabeth. And it happened, when Elizabeth heard 
the greeting of Mary, that the babe leaped in her 
womb; and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit. 
Then she spoke out with a loud voice and said, 
“Blessed are you among women, and blessed is the 
fruit of your womb! But why is this granted to me, 
that the mother of my Lord should come to me? 
For indeed, as soon as the voice of your greeting 
sounded in my ears, the babe leaped in my womb 
for joy (Luke 1:39-44). 


Notice that Elizabeth’s pre-born baby is being represented 
as a living human being. Notice that the term “baby” used 
in verses forty-one and forty-four to refer to the pre-born 
John is the exact same term that is used in chapter two to 
refer to Jesus after His birth as He lay in the manager 
(Luke 2:12, 16). So in God’s sight whether a person is in his 
or her pre-birth developmental state or in a post-birth 
developmental state—that person is still a baby! In Luke 
1:36, John the Baptist is referred to as “a son” from the very 
moment of conception. All three phases of human life are 
listed in reverse order in Hosea 9:11—birth, pregnancy, and 
conception. 

If abortion is not wrong, Mary would have been within 
her moral and spiritual rights to abort the baby Jesus—the 
divine Son of God! Someone says, “But that’s different since 
God had a special plan for that child.” But the Bible teaches 
God has special plans for every human being. Every single 
human life is precious to God—so much so that a single soul 
is more significant than everything else in the world put 
together (Matt. 16:26). God sacrificed His own Son for every 
single human being on an individual basis. Each human 
life is equally valuable to God. 

Another strikingly relevant passage is Exodus 21:22- 
25. This passage describes what action was to be taken 
under the Law of Moses in a case of accidental injury to a 
pregnant woman. 


If men fight, and hurt a woman with child, so that 
she gives birth prematurely, yet no lasting harm 
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follows, he shall surely be punished accordingly as 
the woman’s husband imposes on him; and he shall 
pay as the judges determine. But if any lasting 
harm follows, then you shall give life for life, eye 
for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 
burn for burn, wound for wound, stripe for stripe. 


This passage has been mistranslated in some versions. For 
example, some versions use the word “miscarriage” instead 
of translating the Hebrew phrase literally—“so that her 
children come out.” The text is envisioning a situation in 
which a pregnant bystander is accidentally injured by two 
brawling men. The injury causes the woman to go into early 
labor resulting in a premature birth of her child. If neither 
the woman nor the child are harmed, then the law of Moses 
levied a fine against the one who caused the premature 
birth. But if injury or even death resulted from the brawl, 
then the law imposed a parallel punishment—if the 
premature baby died, the one who caused the premature 
birth was to be executed—life for life. This passage clearly 
considers the pre-born infant to be a human being and to 
cause a pre-born infant’s death was homicide under the Old 
Testament—punishable by death. 

Notice that this regulation under the law of Moses had 
_to do with injury inflicted accidentally. Abortion is a 
deliberate, purposeful termination of a child’s life. If God 
dealt severely with the accidental death of a pre-born infant, 
how do you suppose He feels about the deliberate murder 
of the unborn by an abortion doctor? The Bible answers that 
question. Exodus 23:7 says, “do not kill the innocent or the 
righteous, for I will not acquit the guilty.” According to 
Proverbs 6:17, one of the things that God hates is “hands 
that shed innocent blood.” 

The matter of abortion is a serious matter with God. 
We must base our views on God’s will—not the will of men. 
The very heart and soul of our nation is being ripped out by 
unethical practices like abortion. We must return to the 
Bible as our standard of behavior before it is too late. 

Interestingly enough, when a mother murders her small 
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children by driving her automobile off into a lake; or a mother 
abandons her newborn infant in a garbage dumpster; or a 
father leaves his children at home to run to the store only 
to return and find the house on fire—society is up-in-arms, 
outraged at such terrible, irresponsible, calloused behavior. 
Yet the same society that becomes outraged at such behavior 
would have been perfectly content for the same parents to 
have murdered the same children if they had simply chosen 
to do so a few minutes or a few months before those children 
were actually born. 

Another terrible and tragic inconsistency and 
incongruity exists in our country. If a person takes an egg 
containing the pre-born American bald eagle and destroys 
that little pre-birth environment, thus destroying the baby 
eagle developing within, that person can be fined a great 
amount of money and could even be subject to criminal 
action and prison time—for killing a bird! Yet the same 
person can take a human child in its pre-born environment 
and not only murder that child, but receive government 
funding to do so! What has happened to our society? This 
cannot be harmonized in a consistent fashion. The ethics 
that lie behind this state of affairs are absolutely bizarre. 
We show more concern for porpoises, whales, speckled owls 
and rain forests than we do for human beings. 

Again, the confusion and duplicity that prevails in our 
society is seen in the fact that criminals can commit various 
heinous crimes, murdering several people, raping and 
murdering women, and doing all sorts of unimaginable, 
horrifying deeds. Yet, a sizable portion of our citizenry is 
against invoking the death penalty for such depraved 
behavior. They would feel that these wicked adults who 
have engaged in heinous, destructive activities should not 
be executed—a viewpoint that flies directly in the face of 
what the Bible teaches (Rom. 13:1-6; I Peter 2:13-14). God 
wants evildoers in society punished—even to the point of 
capital punishment. We will not execute guilty, hardened 
criminals. But we will execute innocent human babies! How 
can one possibly justify this terrible disparity? 
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Homosexuality 

Another area of compromise with the world, resulting 
in change in the church, pertains to homosexuality. While 
the liberal element in the church has not been drawn into 
a wholesale endorsement of homosexuality, philosophically, 
the liberal mindset will inevitably relax its opposition to 
those who insist upon their right to engage in homosexuality. 
Seeds have already been sown to achieve that end.2 

What is God’s will concerning human sexuality? That 
will was first demonstrated in the creation of the first human 
beings: “Male and female created He them” (Gen. 1:27). God 
did not create Adam and Steve; nor did He create Eve and 
Evelyn. God’s decision to create a female counterpart to the 
male was not coincidental. The female uniquely met the 
following criteria: (1) “It’s not good for man to be alone” 
(Gen. 2:18); (2) A helper suitable to him was needed (Gen. 
2:18, 20); (3) The human race needed to be perpetuated 
through their sexual union (Gen. 1:28). Both Jesus and Paul 
reiterate this same understanding in Matthew 19:4-6 and 
I Corinthians 7:2. Notice then that the woman was the divine 
antidote to Adam’s loneliness, his need for a helper fit for 
him, and the propagation of the human race. That’s the 
divine arrangement for the human species. 

Not long after God set into motion the created order, 
which He had pronounced “very good” (Gen. 1:31), man began 
to tamper with the divine will and alter God’s original 
intentions concerning human sexuality in Genesis 4:19; 12:10- 
12; and 16:1-16. These actions were obviously contrary to 
God’s ideal of healthy, normal sexual behavior. Genesis 
chapter nineteen then comes into view. 


Now the two angels came to Sodom in the evening, 
and Lot was sitting in the gate of Sodom. When 
Lot saw them, he rose to meet them, and he bowed 
himself with his face toward the ground. And he 
said, “Here now, my lords, please turn in to your 
servant’s house and spend the night, and wash 
your feet; then you may rise early and go on your 
way.” And they said, “No, but we will spend the 
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night in the open square.” But he insisted strongly; 
so they turned in to him and entered his house. 
Then he made them a feast, and baked unleavened 
bread, and they ate. Now before they lay down, the 
men of the city, the men of Sodom, both old and 
young, all the people from every quarter, 
surrounded the house. And they called to Lot and 
said to him, “Where are the men who came to you 
tonight? Bring them out to us so that we may 
know them carnally.” So Lot went out to them 
through the doorway, shut the door behind him, 
and said, “Please, my brethren, do not do so 
wickedly! See now, I have two daughters who have 
not known a man; please, let me bring them out to 
you, and you may do to them as you wish; only do 
nothing to these men, since this is the reason they 
have come under the shadow of my roof.” And they 
said, “Stand back!” Then they said, “This one came 
in to sojourn, and he keeps acting as a judge; now 
we will deal worse with you than with them.” So 
they pressed hard against the man Lot, and came 
near to break down the door. But the men reached 
out their hands and pulled Lot back into the house 
with them, and shut the door. And they struck the 
men who were at the doorway of the house with 
blindness, both small and great, so that they became 
weary trying to find the door (Gen. 19:1-11). 


Moses had described the spiritual condition of Sodom’s 
inhabitants as being “exceedingly wicked and sinful against 
the Lord” (Gen. 13:13). God Himself stated that their sin 
was “great” and “very grievous” (Gen. 18:20). The specific 
activity described in chapter nineteen involved the desire on 
the part of the males of Sodom to “know” Lot’s three visitors. 
The Hebrew term yada here is used euphemistically to denote 
sexual intercourse (cf., Gen. 4:1; 19:8; Num. 31:17, 35; Judges 
17:39° 201, 

Notice that the crime that is condemned in this passage 
is not the fact that the Sodomites were being violent and 
forcing someone to do something against his will. Jude makes 
that clear when he identifies their sin as “giving themselves 
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over to fornication and going after strange flesh” (Jude 7). 
Peter echoes the same thought: 


and turning the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah into 
ashes, condemned them to destruction, making 
them an example to those who afterward would 
live ungodly; and delivered righteous Lot, who was 
oppressed with the filthy conduct of the wicked (for 
that righteous man, dwelling among them, 
tormented his righteous soul from day to day by 
seeing and hearing their unlawful deeds)—then 
the Lord knows how to deliver the godly out of 
temptation and to reserve the unjust under 
punishment for the day of judgment, and especially 
those who walk according to the flesh in the lust 
of uncleanness, and despise authority. They are 
presumptuous, self-willed; they are not afraid to 
speak evil of dignitaries (II Peter 2:6-10; cf., Jer. 
23:14). 


The term “Sodomy” has come into the English language 
because of the sexual activity practiced in Sodom. A standard 
English dictionary defines “sodomy” as “Unnatural sexual 
relations, especially between male persons or between a 
human being and an animal.” This recorded historical 
incident clearly demonstrates that homosexuality is 
‘unnatural and in violation of God’s created order. To insist 
that this is the case often draws the criticism that such a 
viewpoint is judgmental. Yet, notice that when Lot urged 
the sodomites not to do “so wickedly,” the men accused Lot 
of being judgmental (Gen. 19:9; cf., Deut. 23:17-18). 

In addition to the pre-Mosaic period of history, God ~ 
made clear His will on this matter when He handed down 
the law of Moses. In a chapter dealing almost exclusively 
with sexual regulations, His words are explicit and 
unmistakable: 

You shall not lie with a male as with a woman. It 
is an abomination. Nor shall you mate with any 


beast, to defile yourself with it. Nor shall any 
woman stand before a beast to mate with it. It is 
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perversion. Do not defile yourselves with any of 
these things; for by all these the nations are defiled, 
which I am casting out before you. For the land is 
defiled; therefore I visit the punishment of its 
iniquity upon it, and the land vomits out its 
inhabitants. You shall therefore keep My statutes 
and My judgments, and shall not commit any of 
these abominations, either any of your own nation 
or any stranger who sojourns among you (for all 
these abominations the men of the land have done, 
who were before you, and thus the land is defiled), 
lest the land vomit you out also when you defile it, 
as it vomited out the nations that were before you. 
For whoever commits any of these abominations, 
the persons who commit them shall be cut off from 
among their people. Therefore you shall keep My 
ordinance, so that you do not commit any of these 
abominable customs which were committed before 
you, and that you do not defile yourselves by them: 
I am the Lord your God (Lev. 18:22-30). If a man 
lies with a male as he lies with a woman, both of 
them have committed an abomination. They shall 
surely be put to death. Their blood shall be upon 
them (Lev. 20:13). 


A person would need help to misunderstand these injunctions. 

Another graphic account is given in Judges chapter 
nineteen. The period of the judges was a time of spiritual 
and moral depravity and decay—the Dark Ages of Jewish 
history. “Sons of Belial,” i.e., wicked scoundrels, surrounded 
a house where travelers had taken refuge for the night. As 
in Sodom, they desired to “know” the male guest (Judges 
19:22). The host, like Lot, knew exactly what they meant, 
evident from the fact that, like Lot, he offered them a sexual 
alternative. He also labeled their sexual desire “wicked,” 
“folly,” “vile,” and “lewdness” (Judges 19:23, 24). 

During the period of the kings, Josiah instituted 
sweeping moral and religious reforms. These reforms included 
tearing down the homes of the Sodomites (II Kings 23:7). 

The New Testament is equally definitive in its 
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uncompromising and unquestioned condemnation of 
homosexuality. Paul summarizes the “ungodliness and 
unrighteousness” (Rom. 1:18) of the nations and declares: 


For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. 
For even their women exchanged the natural use 
for what is against nature. Likewise also the men, 
leaving the natural use of the woman, burned in 
their lust for one another, men with men 
committing what is shameful, and receiving in 
themselves the penalty of their error which was 
due. And even as they did not like to retain God 
in their knowledge, God gave them over to a 
debased mind, to do those things which are not 
fitting; being filled with all unrighteousness, sexual 
immorality, wickedness ... who, knowing the 
righteous judgment of God, that those who practice 
such things are worthy of death, not only do the 
same but also approve of those who practice them 
(Rom. 1:26-32). 


This passage uses Greek terms which lexicographers Arndt 
and Gingrich and Thayer define as forbidden desire, impurity, 
unnatural vice, shameful passions not in accordance with 
nature, individuals of the same sex being inflamed with 
.sensual, sexual desire for each other. Notice that the last 
verse shows that God is equally displeased with those who 
support and approve of homosexuality though they 
themselves do not personally engage in the behavior (verse 
32). 
To the Corinthian church, Paul asked: 


Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit 
the kingdom of God? Be not deceived: neither 
fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor 
effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with 
mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, 
nor revilers, nor extortioners, shall inherit the 
kingdom of God. And such were some of you: but 
ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are 
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the 
spirit of our God (I Cor. 6:9-11—KJV). 
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The term “effeminate” is a metaphorical use of a Greek 
term which literally means “soft” and, when referring to 
people, refers to males allowing themselves to be used 
sexually by other males. Both Thayer as well as Arndt and 
Gingrich apply the term to the person who is a “catamite,” 
i.e., a male (specifically, a boy) who submits his body to 
other males for unnatural lewdness. 

The phrase “abusers of themselves with mankind” is a 
translation of the term arsenokoitai. It comes from two 
words: arsein (a male) and koitei (a bed) and refers to one 
who engages in sex with a male as with a female, a sodomite. 
Paul used the same term when he wrote to Timothy and 
‘identified some behaviors that are “contrary to sound 
doctrine” and characteristic of the one who is not “a righteous 
man” (I Tim. 1:9-10). 

When Paul says “such were some of you,” he proves not 
only that those involved may be forgiven, but that they can 
cease such activity. We must conclude that sexual activity 
between persons of the same sex is not a matter of genetics. 
It is a behavioral phenomenon associated with environmental 
factors. 


Summary 

Illicit sex is just one more departure from God’s will 
which American civilization is facing. Christians who breathe 
in the winds of change and adopt the flexible, loose, tolerant 
mindset are vulnerable and susceptible to softening their 
opposition to sexual immorality. But of all times in recent 
history, Christians need to be standing forth in society and 
proclaiming God’s view of sex. We ought not to give in to the 
liberal approach which says homosexuality is an “alternative 
lifestyle.” We ought not to teach children to engage in “safe 
sex” or be a part of any program that promotes distribution 
of condoms in our school systems. 

Of all people on earth, we Christians ought to be 
articulating publicly God’s insistence upon self-control, self- 
discipline, responsibility, and morality. We ought to be 
decrying self-indulgence with the same fervor as the Old 
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Testament prophets. We ought to be declaring that people 
have the divine obligation to put restraints and controls on 
their sexual urges and passions. To fail to hold firm to the 
objective moral standard of the Bible is merely to encourage 
more promiscuity, more homosexuality and more sexually 
transmitted disease. The only “safe sex” in God’s sight is sex 
that is in marriage according to the Bible. 

What has happened to our nation when, in our public 
schools, it is legal for school officials to distribute condoms 
to students and yet it is illegal to distribute Bibles or to 
teach Bible principles? The time has come for our nation and 
the church to wake up. Freedom without restraint, rights 
without responsibility, choice without consequences, pleasure 
without pain are foreign to the Bible. 

Whatever happened to I Corinthians 6:18? “Flee 
fornication!” There is no such thing as “safe” fornication, 
“safe” sin, “safe” immorality. God tells us to run away from 
it, to resist it, to reject it. I Timothy 5:22 says, “Keep yourself 
pure.” Hebrews 13:4 tells us that the marriage bed is to be 
kept undefiled and that adulterers and fornicators God will 
judge. Ephesians 5:3 says there should not be so much as a 
hint among Christians of sexual immorality. We need to love 
all sinners and be about the business of alerting them as to 
-God’s will for their lives in an effort to “snatch them out of 
the fire” (Jude 23), and to “save a soul from death and hide 
a multitude of sins” (James 5:20).3 

Sexual sin will undoubtedly go down in history as one 
of the major contributors to the moral and spiritual 
deterioration and decline of American society. One wonders 
how much longer such widespread unchastity can go on in 
our land before God will “visit the iniquity thereof upon it, 
and the land itself vomits out her inhabitants” (Lev. 18:25). 
‘Indeed, in light of such-moral confusion, our society cannot 
continue to survive indefinitely into the future—unless of 
course, God is prepared to apologize to Sodom and Gomorrah. 


The Lottery 


State lotteries have become major social events. More 
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and more people are participating in hopes of becoming 
millionaires. What does the Bible say about the lottery? 
What does God think? Interestingly enough, American history 
bears out the fact that up until only recently, gambling in 
any form was considered to be sinful and immoral to the 
bulk of the American public. Though times have arisen when 
gambling became more widespread, overall public sentiment 
frowned upon the practice. Gambling was generally illegal 
in our society. The word “gamble” was a slang term of 
reproach. People in polite society, who held virtuous and 
moral convictions, understood that gambling was an 
unacceptable and inappropriate vice. Those who engaged in 
such practices were recognized as the degraded elements in 
society who only served to weaken social sensibilities. 

Now, however, race tracks for horse and dog racing 
and casinos are springing up all over the country. Several 
state governments now even sponsor state lotteries complete 
with massive advertising campaigns. We are seeing a 
dramatic change in the social order of American culture. As 
the moral fiber of American civilization deteriorates and 
biblical values are jettisoned, activities that were once 
perceived to be harmful to society are now becoming 
acceptable. Gambling has become a viable form of amusement 
and entertainment to millions of Americans with a view 
toward getting rich quick. Those within churches of Christ 
who have relaxed their doctrinal viewpoints on other matters 
are finding it difficult to see anything wrong with playing 
the lottery or engaging in other forms of gambling. 

Many people no longer care what God thinks and what 
the Bible teaches. Nevertheless, there is a God in Heaven 
who has given us His written word. That revelation is 
designed to govern our behavior. We must face up to the 
destructive social and spiritual effects of gambling. 


Social Effects 
One source estimates there to be eighty million gamblers 
in the United States.4 That’s roughly one in three Americans. 
In the late 1980s, the National Council on Compulsive 


352 


Gambling estimated that between four and six million 
gamblers are suffering from an addictive disorder that 
threatens their lives and the lives of their loved ones.> Now 
gambling researchers say that at least eight million 
Americans are compulsive gamblers with one million of these 
being teenagers.6 The suicide rate among active gamblers 
(especially women) is highest of all illnesses.? 

Experts have expressed alarm at the rising numbers of 
teenagers who are gambling. They’re referring to gambling 
as “the growing addiction of the 1990s” and predict that it 
will cause teens more problems during the next decade than 
illegal drugs.8 In the first ten days of the Texas Lottery, 
counselors operating the hotline of the Texas Council on 
Problem and Compulsive Gambling reported alarming stories 
about teenage gambling: 


An eighteen-year-old employee of a 
convenience store called on the second day of the 
lottery reporting he had scratched off hundreds of 
tickets belonging to the store, saying, “I thought it 
was a sure thing I would win enough not only to 
pay the store for the cost of the tickets but would 
have a bunch left over”; 

An affluent sixteen-year-old male from an 
upscale suburban neighborhood reported he had 
lost “a considerable sum of money” on the lottery. 
Realizing he was under the legal age to buy tickets, 
he had asked older friends to purchase tickets for 
him. He admitted to heavy gambling in school 
restrooms; 

A father of a nineteen-year-old from a rural 
town in East Texas was distressed because his son 
was gambling on cards and dice and had spent his 
weekly paycheck on the lottery.9 


The director of the National Center for Pathological Gambling 
made this apropos observation: “You have state governments 
promoting lotteries. The message they’re conveying is that 
gambling is not a vice but a normal form of entertainment.”!0 

A survey released in early 1993 by the Texas 
Commission on Alcohol and Drug Abuse revealed that 1.3 
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percent of Texas adults were lifetime probable pathological 
gamblers, and another 3.5 percent were lifetime problem 
gamblers. This translates to between 540,000 and 670,000 
Texas adults having had serious gambling-related problems 
during their lifetime. With the advent of the Texas lottery, 
the data will undoubtedly show these figures to skyrocket. 

In 1957, Gamblers Anonymous was formed and has 
since grown to more than 800 chapters in the U.S. and more 
than 1,400 meetings worldwide. Compulsive gambling is 
being compared by the experts to alcohol and drug addiction. 
The official position of Gamblers Anonymous is the promotion 
of abstinence from gambling as essential to a person’s 
recovery. As you might expect, their strongest and most 
active group is in Las Vegas. 


The Teaching of the Bible 

If the Bible teaches that something is wrong, then to 
be acceptable to God, one must abstain from that behavior. 
To God there is no such thing as “moderate gambling” just 
as there is no such thing as “moderate fornication” or 
“moderate use of alcohol” or “moderate use of cocaine.” 

What do we mean by “gambling”? Assorted dictionaries 
define gambling as “to play games of chance for money,” “to 
risk money on uncertain gain,” “to stake or risk money, etc. 
in the hope of great gain.” Gambling, by definition, includes 
the following components: (1) the artificial creation of a risk 
of losing one’s own possession; (2) an attempt through chance 
to gain the possession of another; (3) both cannot win— 
someone must lose. 

Gambling occurs in a variety of forms in our society: 
card games, throwing dice, slot machines, betting on horse 
or dog races, buying sweepstakes or raffle tickets, betting on 
sporting events, buying lottery tickets, playing bingo for 
money or prizes, and even matching cokes or pitching pennies. 
The person who does not take the time to study God’s word 
and to then think about these activities may well consider 
them to be harmless forms of entertainment. But we simply 
must think and meditate upon what God tells us in His 
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word. Please consider the following biblical principles: 

1. The Scriptures identify three acceptable ways to 
transfer valuables from one person to another. One can work 
and receive payment in return (Matt. 10:10; Luke 10:7; Eph. 
4:28; I Tim. 5:18). Or one can sell goods, possessions or 
property and receive payment in return (Matt. 13:46; Acts 
2:45; 4:34; 5:4; James 4:13). Thirdly, one can simply make 
a free-will offering or donation without expecting anything 
in return (Luke 6:30,34,35; 10:33-35; Acts 20:35; II Cor 8:9). 
Since Christians are those who regulate their lives strictly 
on the basis of what God authorizes them to do, gambling 
is omitted from the Christian’s life. Gambling does not fit 
into any of these biblical categories which govern the transfer 
of valuables. 

2. A second principle imparted by the Bible relates to 
the fact that gambling entails two or more people competing 
with each other to take each other’s money. Those who 
participate in any of the above mentioned forms of gambling 
want each other’s money, but are unwilling just to donate 
their money to the others. Everyone who gambles is hoping 
to win money from others and no one wants to lose the 
money they gamble. This fundamental facet of gambling is 
in direct conflict with the heart and core of Christianity as 
stated by Jesus in Matthew 7:12. 

By definition, the gambler is treating others the way 
he, himself, does not want to be treated. He wishes to take 
the money of others but does not want them to take his 
money. Notice that just as prostitution is fornication by 
mutual consent, and dueling is murder by mutual consent, 
so gambling is theft by mutual consent. Embedded at the 
heart of gambling are the sinful motives of selfishness, self- 
centeredness and jealousy/envy. 

3. <A third biblical consideration is the fact that 
gambling conflicts with the work ethic which is so clearly 
taught in God’s word. God wants us to labor, to work with 
our hands, to toil with the sweat of our brow (Acts 20:35; 
Eph. 4:28; II Thess. 3:8-12; cf., Gen. 3:19). Gambling is an 
obvious attempt to sidestep and short-circuit the principle of 
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work undertaken for noble ends. The work ethic has taken 
a real beating in this country since World War Two. Our 
society no longer relishes the idea of honorable hard work. 
If we can engage in some get rich quick scheme, we have 
come to believe that we ought to go for it. Yet our forefathers, 
following the lead of the Bible, understood that menial labor 
and hard work are virtuous, therapeutic, and not to be 
shunned. 

4. A fourth scriptural concept pertains to covetousness 
or greed. God wants us to work in order to secure funding 
for daily living for self, family and the needy (I Tim. 5:8; Gal. 
6:10). But “making money to live” is very different from 
“living to make money.” God repeatedly warns us down 
through human history to eliminate from our minds greed, 
the desire for things, the lust to accumulate this world’s 
riches (Matt. 6:19-21; Luke 12:15-21; Eph. 5:3; Col. 3:1-5; I 
John 2:15-17). Paul spoke of those who “are minded to be 
rich,” who possess “the love of money” and who “trust in 
uncertain riches” (I Tim. 6:9,10,17). Even if one intends to 
use amassed wealth for the Lord’s work, the desire to get 
rich is fraught with hidden, subtle snares. Whatever good 
intentions may exist, the underlying condition of setting 
one’s mind and heart on wealth is itself flawed and 
inappropriate Christian behavior. 


Objections 

The Bible contains additional principles which relate 
to gambling, but these four are sufficient to see God’s will 
on the matter. Consider some objections that might be raised 
in an effort to sanction gambling. 

1. Someone may say it is okay to gamble since “all of 
life is a gamble.” While living life entails risk, it does not 
match the components characteristic of the gambling we’ve 
been discussing. When a farmer plants a crop, for instance, 
he is acting in harmony with the work ethic. If his crop fails, | 
no one else loses. He is not attempting to take through 
chance the possessions of others. He is not artificially creating 
the risk of losing his possessions. 
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Consider this comparison. If you walk across a busy 
interstate blindfolded during rush hour, you are creating 
artificial risk and gambling with your life in an effort to 
receive cheap thrills. If, on the other hand, you cross a main 
intersection, crossing with the light, looking both ways and 
obeying the law, you are not gambling with your life, though 
you would be facing some measure of risk associated with 
normal living. 

The investor who puts money into a corporation is 
doing so to help the corporation succeed. He’s not attempting 
to take what belongs to others. Products and services are 
being provided for the community. By no means is the 
investor seeking to take money without giving something in 
return. 

2. Someone else may say that the funds being raised 
by the lottery go to pay for public education and other worthy 
causes. I personally am extremely skeptical of the claims 
that funds are being used to assist with our social expenses. 
After all, we continue to hear politicians clamor for tax 
increases to pay for the very things they claimed a lottery 
would fund. I’m also convinced that the statistics show that 
everywhere that alcohol, drugs, pornography, prostitution 
and gambling have been legalized, a host of adverse effects 
‘have occurred which have created far greater economic and 
social problems. Countries who legalize illicit behavior only 
compound their problems and contribute to the downfall of 
their society. 

In any case, the reasoning that says the money goes to 
worthy causes is flawed. The Bible teaches that the end 
cannot justify the means (Rom. 3:8). If public education is 
a worthy cause and needs to be funded, let’s just donate the 
money and eliminate the gambling! Why appeal to human 
greed? Why nurture the “something-for-nothing” philosophy? 
Are we to legalize every vice and immoral practice imaginable 
on the grounds that we can use the revenue to fund worthy 
causes? If a cause is not worthy to be funded without 
appealing to greed, then it ought to be disbanded. 

3. Someone else may reason that playing the lottery 
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or going to a casino is nothing more than a form of pleasure, 
entertainment or recreation—like going to Six Flags or the 
zoo. But whoever heard of losing money as “recreation”? 
Losing money is not fun! The odds against gamblers are 
literally astronomical. In actuality, the thrill that comes 
from gambling is an illicit sensation that must not be confused 
with recreation. Recreation can be achieved merely in playing 
a game of cards or watching horses race—without betting 
money. Obviously, the lust for money is something other 
than the legitimate aspect of pleasure and recreation. 
Donating money to a worthy cause brings pleasure to the 
giver (Acts 20:35)}—but losing money by gambling is hardly 
pleasureable! 


Summary 

The lottery, like all forms of gambling, is first and 
foremost a moral issue. There was a time in American society 
when the majority of people understood that such things as 
dancing, drinking, smoking, cursing and gambling were 
wrong. Obviously, times, circumstances and culture have 
changed. But God and His word have not changed. His word 
warns us that if we do not respect His will, but instead 
choose to live life according to our own desires, we will spend 
eternity in the fires of Hell (Rev. 21:8). Christians can make 
a good living honestly with hard work without resorting to 
gambling. Christians can have good clean fun and enjoy 
themselves without resorting to illicit forms of stimulation 
like gambling. 


Divorce and Remarriage 

Divorce is rampant in our society. Some statisticians 
say aS many as one out of two marriages ends in divorce. 
The matter of divorce and remarriage is not a pleasant one 
for those who are adversely affected by Bible teaching on the 
subject. Not only is our country deeply enmeshed in long- 
term rejection of God’s will concerning marriage, churches 
of Christ are experiencing significant and widespread 
difficulty with the subject. The change agents are notorious 
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for their acceptance of unscripturally divorced and remarried 
couples.11 

What would God have us to do concerning marriage? 
Genesis chapter two lays the groundwork for the entire 
matter. A very simple and succinct statement from God 
Himself sets the tone and tenor for all of humanity for all 
times. The context is the creation of the human race. God 
created Adam and then said, “It is not good that man should 
be alone” (2:18). So He created for Adam a helper that was 
suitable for a man (2:21-22). He presented this woman to 
Adam who made the statement, “This is now bone of my 
bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman 
because she was taken out of Man” (2:23). Notice what God 
concludes: “Therefore a man shall leave his father and 
mother, and be joined to his wife, and they shall become one 
flesh” (2:24). 

Here in one simple statement is God’s will for all human 
beings on the face of the earth concerning marriage. God 
wants one man to marry one woman for life. That is God’s 
general marriage law. This law has been intact since the 
very beginning of creation when He placed the first human 
beings on earth in the garden of Eden. If only our country 
and our churches would understand that God’s will for human 
‘beings, as far as sex and marriage are concerned, is that a 
man marry a woman and the two remain married all the 
days of their lives. The one and only way to be truly happy 
and content, as far as marriage is concerned, is to conform 
to this simple teaching. To really be happy, to avoid a lot of 
grief, despair and unhappiness brought on because of illicit 
sexual relationships, we must listen closely to what God 
would have us to do. 

God’s ideal will is that a. single (i.e., never before 
married) individual marry another single (i.e., never before 
married) individual. He wants the two of them—man and 
woman—to remain married to each other for the rest of 
their lives. One man for one woman for life. How simple 
God’s will is for humans. If we want to be happy, and if we 
want to be pleasing to God, we will respect that simple but 
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profound law of marriage given by God Himself. 

Additional principles related to marriage may be 
gleaned from the Old Testament. For example, in Ezra 
chapters nine and ten, the children of Israel came out of 
Babylonian captivity and returned to their homeland. Ezra 
demonstrated great concern over the marital relationships 
which had been formed by the Israelites while they were in 
Babylonian bondage. They had intermarried with the pagan 
peoples. While God has never been opposed to interracial 
marriage, He has always been against His people being 
contaminated by false religious and spiritual viewpoints. 
Under the law of Moses, He actually forbade Israelites from 
marrying those who belonged to other religious groups. 

These people had done that (Ezra 9:2). By forming 
marriages out of harmony with the will of God, there was 
only one solution: 


yet now there is hope in Israel in spite of this. 
Now therefore, let us make a covenant with our 
God to put away all these wives and those who 
have been born to them, according to the counsel 
of my master and of those who tremble at the 
commandment of our God; and let it be done 
according to the law (Ezra 10:2-3). 


In other words, by forming marriages that were out of 
harmony with the will of God, the only way for the people 
to get right with God, to come back under His favor, was to 
dissolve those illicit marriages. December 8, 457 B.C. was a 
sad, gloomy, rainy day when the weeping population came 
together to comply with divine teaching (Ezra 10:9ff). Yet 
their devotion to God and their faith in the word of God 
enabled them to subdue their heartache sufficiently to 
accomplish the task and be restored to the favor of God. 

Here we learn a second principle from the Old 
Testament concerning marriage. Not only does God want us 
to marry permanently, He wants us to marry correctly. He 
wants us to be careful whom we marry. If, in fact, a marriage 
is contracted that is out of harmony with the will of God, 
God desires that marriage relationship to end. 


360 


Another principle regarding marriage may be drawn 
from the Old Testament prophet Malachi. The men of his 
day were divorcing their wives and marrying younger women. 
God denounced this behavior as dealing “treacherously” with 
the wife of one’s youth (Mal. 2:14,15,16). Malachi charged 
these men with an offense against God and declared: “For 
the Lord God of Israel says that He hates divorce” (Mal. 
2:16). 

God does not want people to divorce their original mate 
in this life. God does not want them to dissolve their original 
marriage. He wants marriage to be permanent. Our nation 
and our churches could be spared a great deal of heartache 
and grief if people would recognize and honor this 
fundamental principle of human existence given by God 
Himself. 

Rampant divorce is taking its catastrophic toll on the 
children of our society. Many, many children are suffering 
deep emotional, psychological, and spiritual scars. They are 
suffering the permanent damage that is generated by selfish, 
thoughtless mamas and daddies who choose to end their 
marriages even though their initial marriage is right with 
God. 

In the New Testament, Jesus responded directly to the 
question, “Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife for just 
any reason?” (Matt. 19:3). Jesus’ answer to that simple 
question was simple but firm. He went back to the very 
passage with which we began—Genesis 2:24. He referred to 
the passage in order to give a negative response to the 
question of divorce. Jesus was saying, “No, it is not lawful 
for a person to divorce his mate for just any reason.” He 
clarified and elaborated upon that answer by saying, “And 
I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except for fornication, 
and marries another, commits adultery.” This is Jesus’ own 
word on the matter. 

Jesus was indicating His agreement with what God 
said back in Genesis. He was saying that this has always 
been God’s will. God has always wanted a man to stay 
married to his first wife for life. The only exception, the only 
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allowance made by God in which a man may put away that 
first wife and form a second marriage is if and only if that 
man’s first wife commits fornication. On that ground—and 
that ground alone—God and Christ permit an individual to 
form a second marriage. 

Conversely, this passage is saying that if you put your 
mate away for some reason other than fornication and marry 
again, you are guilty of committing adultery. The Bible is 
very clear concerning those who commit adultery and 
continue to do so. Those who choose to live in an adulterous 
relationship—a marriage relationship which they have no 
right to contract or persist in—are sinning and will be lost 
in eternity (Heb. 13:4; Rev. 21:8). 

What is fornication? The term “fornication” in the 
original Greek is the term porneia and refers to illicit sexual 
intercourse of every kind. Jesus is saying that if a person’s 
mate is sexually unfaithful to that marriage relationship, by 
forming a sexual union with someone else, be it male or 
female, that person is guilty of fornication. The innocent 
party has the scriptural right, if he or she chooses to exercise 
that right, to divorce that mate on the grounds of that sexual 
unfaithfulness, and then to contract a second legitimate, 
scriptural marriage. Of course, an individual would not have 
to exercise that scriptural right. He or she could exercise the 
equally scriptural principles of forgiveness, long-suffering, 
patience, endurance. Nevertheless, Jesus Christ grants the 
opportunity for a second marriage, but only on the grounds 
of fornication. 

Additional New Testament teaching is seen in Paul’s 
side reference to marriage as he discusses the Christian’s 
relationship to the Law of Moses. He made an analogy to the 
effect that a woman is free from the marriage relationship 
with her husband and free to form another marriage 
relationship if her husband dies. If her first husband is dead 
she is freed from that marriage relationship and therefore 
free to form a second union without committing adultery 
(Rom. 7:1-3). 

Another passage in the New Testament that discusses 
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marriage was written to the Corinthians. When Paul wrote: 
“And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord,” 
he was referring to the fact that the Lord, Himself, had 
already addressed this matter during His earthly ministry. 
He then stated, “A wife is not to depart from her husband. 
But even if she does depart, let her remain unmarried or be 
reconciled to her husband. And a husband is not to divorce 
his wife.” Here, again, is God’s general law of marriage, 
articulated in Genesis 2:24 and reiterated by Jesus in 
Matthew 19:4-6. God wants permanence for the original 
marriage relationship of the husband and wife. If a breakup 
occurs, a new marriage is not to be formed. Instead, each 
should remain unmarried or be reconciled to the original 
marriage partner. Christ gave the only exception to this 
general ruling in Matthew 19:9. 

The Hebrew writer adds more insight when he wrote: 
“Let marriage be had in honor among all people, and let the 
bed be undefiled” (Heb. 13:4—ASV). This statement is an 
admonition and warning for us to observe God’s will 
concerning marriage, divorce and remarriage. If a person 
marries in violation of that divine will and dies in that 
condition, he or she will face the wrath of God in eternity— 
“fornicators and adulterers God will judge.”!2 


Summary 

The Bible teaches very clearly that every human being 
on the face of this earth who chooses to marry must marry 
an eligible partner. The two of them are to remain married 
throughout life. The only way God will allow one to end that 
marriage and form a second marriage relationship while the 
first mate is still living is if the mate is sexually unfaithful. 
Upon that ground, and that ground alone, God permits the 
innocent partner to put away the guilty mate and marry a 
second eligible partner. This teaching applies to every human 
being on the face of the earth—Christian and nonChristian. 

What must people do when they have violated this 
teaching? They must extricate themselves from the illicit 
relationship. Remember, God will judge fornicators and 
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adulterers (Heb. 13:4). Fornicators will have their place in 
the lake which burns with fire and brimstone (Rev. 21:8). 
This is an extremely serious matter that goes far beyond the 
momentary pleasure or convenience of this life. We must 
approach this matter in view of eternity. 

The American people, including many in churches of 
Christ, have virtually ignored God’s will for marriage. People 
have felt free to marry, divorce, remarry, divorce, and remarry 
for various reasons which the law of the land allows—but 
which God Himself does not allow. But do we want to go to 
Heaven? Do we want to go to Heaven more than anything 
in this life? Do we want to go to Heaven even to the point 
that we will deny ourselves and deprive ourselves of 
momentary marital pleasures and security in this life? God 
requires that kind of sacrifice. We simply must not allow our 
marital choices and our desire for sexual relationships to 
interfere with our relationship to God and the hope of Heaven. 

We will do no service to individuals or the church by 
compromising the clear teaching of God’s word on this matter. 
We surely agonize, sorrow, and grieve with those who have 
lived their lives out of harmony with God’s marriage laws. 
But we must not allow emotional or physical trauma to 
hinder our compliance with God’s will. Throughout human 
history, deep painful sacrifices have often been required for 
those who wish to obey God and be pleasing to Him. Moses 
chose “rather to suffer affliction with the people of God than 
to enjoy the passing pleasures of sin” (Heb. 11:25). We may 
very well have to live an unpleasant lifestyle, as far as being 
deprived of the benefits of marriage, in order to be right 
with God and live eternally with Him. 

That is the point Paul made to the Corinthians. A 
number of Corinthian Christians had been fornicators prior 
to conversion. They had been adulterers and homosexuals, 
involving themselves in sexual relationships which were 
unlawful in God’s sight. No doubt these relationships included . 
the formation of extremely strong emotional bonds. What 
were they to do in order to become Christians? The Bible 
says, “And such were some of you” (I Cor. 6:11). That is, 


364 


they ended those unlawful relationships. They put an end to 
those illicit sexual relationships and got right with God. 
Paul was able to say, “But you were washed, but you were 
sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord 
Jesus.” All people today are amenable to the same standard. 
They must get out of sinful relationships. 

God’s will for all human beings with regard to marriage 
is relatively simple. Human disobedience is responsible for 
complicating the situation. However, we can reinstate God’s 
teaching in our churches. We can resist the pressure to 
change with the times and compromise with the world. But 
it will take courage, spiritual strength, fortitude and 
determination (Josh. 1:6-9; I Cor. 16:13). 

It is imperative that we love God enough to obey His 
will. Obeying God is not always easy. Jesus said it may 
mean that we will have to turn our backs upon our parents, 
our children, our husbands or wives (Matt. 10:34-37; Luke 
14:26). But is it too much to ask in order to live with God 
forever? Is it too much to ask in light of the great sacrifice 
that He made for us? 


Apparel 

An extremely visible change that has come over America 
is the difference in the way people dress. Clothing in this 
country is unquestionably more revealing of the body—both 
in terms of exposure of skin as well as accentuation of shape— 
than at any time in the recent past. Everything from jeans 
and T-shirts to swim wear have been redesigned to reflect 
our preoccupation with sex. 

The younger generation in general, and the 
babyboomers in particular, have a completely different 
definition of “modesty” than the older generation. Older folks 
among churches of Christ were taught that Christians do 
not engage in “mixed bathing,” i.e., swimming in the presence 
of the opposite sex. They were taught that Christians do not 
wear shorts in public. But the younger generation within 
the church rejects these viewpoints as outdated, prudish 
and inhibited. Having lived through the Sixties when “free 
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love” and nudity were openly promoted and practiced, the 
younger generation has been heavily influenced by the radical 
cultural shift that has taken place with regard to perceptions 
of the human body. 

Younger folk view restrictions on clothing as the result 
of parental and societal “hangups.” It’s not that they do not 
see a connection between skimpy dress and the stimulation 
of sexual appetites. They simply feel more comfortable with 
expressing their sexuality. They believe that sex outside of 
marriage is acceptable if the partners possess genuine feelings 
for each other. 

What has been the fruit of this circumstance? Sex 
crimes, teenage pregnancy, divorce, and venereal disease— 
all intimately associated with sex—are at an all time high 
in this country. A direct link exists between dress and 
behavior. The Bible teaches that Christians will give careful 
attention to how they present their appearance to other 
people. 

The same is true with fashion in general. Billions of 
dollars are spent every year promoting fashion and clothing 
style in America. Christians should not fall into the trap of 
constantly attempting to keep up with the latest fashions. 
Young people are the recipients of enormous pressure from 
peers to wear the latest expensive styles of shoes, shirts, 
jackets and jeans. Parents, too, scratch and claw to afford 
suits, shoes, jewelry, and dresses. 

In contrast, the Bible stresses that our clothing ought 
to avoid two things: sexual allurement and materialism. 
Women are admonished to de-emphasize external beauty 
(Prov. 31:30; I Peter 3:3-5). The admonition of Paul to women 
includes the use of terms that appeal to their sense of shame 
and virtue (I Tim. 2:9-10). He indicates that Christian women 
are to dress in such a way that a good man would not be 
encouraged toward an unworthy act. Women are to dress 
with discretion, propriety, and decency. They will dress 
moderately, sensibly, and respectably, showing good judgment 
and chastity. Clothing choices ought to take into account 
first and foremost the biblical principles related to lust, 
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passion, enticement, expense and worldliness. 

God, Himself, was dissatisfied with the clothing of Adam 
and Eve to the extent that He redesigned their clothes more 
in keeping with their newly aroused sense of shame (Gen. 
3:7, 21). Similarly, God insisted that Old Testament priests 
wear sufficient clothing to prevent exposure as they ascended 
the altar steps (Exod. 20:26; 28:42-43). While David was 
responsible for keeping his own sexual appetites under 
control, Bathsheba surely contributed to the situation by 
exposing herself to public view (I Sam. 11:2). Queen Vashti 
refused to allow herself to be placed on public display for the 
purpose of gawking at her physical beauty (Esther 1:10-12). 

Society may well ridicule Christian morality as 
“Puritanical” and “old-fashioned.” But the time has come for 
mothers and fathers to teach their children appropriate 
standards of dress and modesty. Girls need to be taught 
decorum in their clothing and their movements, accentuating 
their femininity while refraining from appealing to males by 
sexual overtones. Boys need to be taught by their fathers 
that females are to be respected, treated with gentleness 
and thoughtfulness, and not viewed as sex objects for the 
release of male passions. 


Conclusion 

As society changes in ways that are in conflict with 
God’s word, Christians must refrain from mirroring the world. 
We must remain unaffected by the moral fluctuations of 
unregenerate humanity. As civilization continues its 
inevitable drive toward moral and spiritual decline, 
Christians will appear to the world—and perhaps to 
themselves—to be bizarre relics of the past. We must, 
therefore, continually remind ourselves of God’s assessment 
of the matter. We must seek to please Him and pattern our 
moral behavior after His instructions. We dare not change 
Bible teaching in order to accommodate the morality 
meanderings of mere men. 

May God help us to stand up and be counted. Faithful 
Christians must rise up together, anchored in the absolute 


367 


moral standards of God’s word, and position themselves 
against the immorality of our day: 


And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works 
of darkness, but rather expose them. For it is 
shameful even to speak of those things which are 
done by them in secret (Eph. 5:11-12). 
Beloved, I beg you as sojourners and pilgrims, abstain from 
fleshly lusts which war against the soul (I Peter 2:11). 
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Chapter 32 


THE Hoty SPIRIT 


hurches of Christ have stood apart from most of the 

denominational world in their view of the Holy Spirit. 
Essentially two strands of thinking have characterized 
denominationalism. On the one 
hand, many religious groups have | “9 manfed a touch 
been influenced by Calvinism. 
Calvin taught that due to original fr om the Lor cre 
sin, the inherited sin of Adam, | and ithad lo be a 
humans are totally depraved and 
spiritually corrupted. As a result, 
they are in need of direct, 
miraculous intervention by God if they are to be saved. 
Thus, according to Calvin, God sends the Holy Spirit to 
operate miraculously upon the hearts of “the elect” (those 
predestined to salvation), regenerating their hearts and 
instilling faith within them. To the Calvinist, Paul’s 
statement, “and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God” 
(Eph. 2:8), refers as much to faith as it does to grace and 
salvation. Likewise, Calvinism teaches that the Christian 
needs the Holy Spirit to “illuminate” Scripture in order for 
him to comprehend as he reads it. 

On the other hand, with the commencement of the 
modern Pentecostal Movement in 1900 (ala Amy Simple 
McPherson), the Holy Spirit was given a new emphasis and 
role in denominationalism. Suddenly, charismatic tendencies 
began to spread across denominational lines and infiltrate 
the religious practices of many different groups. At first, this 
movement was largely confined to the uneducated, lower 
classes of rural American society, known for their gullibility 
and superstitious tendencies. The manifestations of 
pentecostalism through the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s included 
frenzied body movements, earning its practitioners the 
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derogatory label—‘“holy rollers.” 

In time, the leading proponents of pentecostalism (e.g., 
Oral Roberts) toned down their act and cloaked themselves 
in an air of respectability and academic authenticity (e.g., 
Oral Roberts University). Their appeal began to extend to 
more mainline religious people, spawning a variety of 
nontraditional charismatic groups (e.g., the “Foursquare” 
churches, the “Full Gospel” churches, and most recently, the 
“community” churches that have sprung up all over the 
country). Now pentecostal groups (e.g., Assembly of God) 
have “crossed the tracks” and built fashionable, expensive 
church buildings, drawing significant numbers of adherents. 

Both of these streams of thought—Calvinism and 
Pentecostalism—are exerting a considerable influence upon 
churches of Christ today. The heavy emphasis in the past 
upon knowing the Bible and relying upon the objective nature 
of Scripture has insulated us from the subjective, irrational 
tendencies of pentecostalism. But as more and more of our 
younger men have exposed themselves to Calvinistic theology 
(e.g., Charles Swindoll) and pentecostal practice (e.g., Willow 
Creek in Chicago), churches of Christ have become victimized 
targets of spiritual contamination. A rash of books, seminars, 
and sermons have been unleashed upon the brotherhood 
that promote pentecostal propaganda.! 

Until recently, essentially two views of the Holy Spirit 
have prevailed and peacefully co-existed within churches of 
Christ. One view has been that the Holy Spirit personally 
indwells the body of the Christian. Many well-known, faithful 
Christian leaders have held this view.2 The other view has 
been that the Holy Spirit indwells the Christian only through 
the word. Many well-known, faithful Christian leaders have 
held this view as well.? While considerable discussion has 
been generated among brethren on these two basic views, 
both sides have virtually universally agreed that the Holy 
Spirit performs no miracles nor does anything to the Christian 
that may be felt or sensed. Those who hold to a personal 
indwelling have consistently maintained that the only way 
they know the Holy Spirit is within them is “because the 
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Bible tells me so.” 

Neither of these two views has had an adverse effect 
upon religious doctrine and practice. Neither view interferes 
with the implementation of Bible teaching in one’s life and 
worship. However, the younger generation, led by the agents 
of change, has forged a different view of the work of the Holy 
Spirit. This view is profoundly affecting doctrine and practice. 
For example, consider the following excerpts from church 
bulletins: 


I love to tell stories like this because they highlight 
what can be done if we follow through on the leading 
of God’s spirit within our hearts.4 


My ministry here has been very fulfilling and 
rewarding, but I sense it is time for me to make a 
change. I honestly believe that the Spirit has led 
me to arrive at this conviction.® 


The Spirit is moving in this church. And whether 
you like it or not, when God moves so must we.® 


I am so thankful to see the growing passion in this 
church.... I know the Spirit is moving us and will 
strengthen us for the work ahead. ... I expect many 
more people will be utilizing our assembly times to 
share great decisions in their lives with Christ. As 
this occurs, I want to encourage family members 
and special friends of those responding to join them 
down front.... If the Spirit urges you to join someone 
who is responding, don’t fight it, do it.” 


Do you sense God’s renewing presence in our 
church? ... Be open to the Holy Spirit’s guidance in 
your life. There is no pleasure in life comparable 
to the Lord’s pleasure.8 : 


I would urge you to be thankful that the Spirit of 
God has put it on your heart to be noticing what 
He is doing among His people.? 


Every Christian has been gifted by the Holy Spirit 
to serve in the church. Do you know what your 
spiritual gift is?10 
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Continue to pray with me that we will allow the 
Spirit of God to burn among us! So that we may 
further fan the flame of the Spirit’s fire...11 


Pray that I keep the Spirit alive in my soul; I ask 
for prayers for me to have a revival of the Holy 
Spirit; The flame of the Holy Spirit burns bright 
within my soul and now I am ready to allow the 
Holy Spirit to guide me. Pray that I might focus on 
what he can do through me and that I will follow 
his “nudge” to do what he wants.12 


For some of us the invitation is a very spiritual, 
very emotional time. Jesus seems nearer then, the 
Spirit seems to act more then, we feel closer to 
God. This is a fragile mood and is often broken by 
some thoughtless act of some neighbor in the pew 
that distracts us. I don’t believe that these brothers 
and sisters mean to quench the Spirit, they just 
are too concerned with their own schedules.!3 


Comments like these are commonplace in many 
churches of Christ. They betray an unmistakable shift into 
the arena of subjectivism and emotionalism, mistakenly 
attributed to the influence of the Holy Spirit. Amazingly 
enough, these sentiments demonstrate a change among 
churches of Christ that closely resembles the charismatic, 
pentecostal activity of past decades. Indeed, churches of 
Christ are simply being influenced by the same pentecostal 
currents that have been swirling around and seeping into 
the denominations during the last thirty years. The air of 
respectability and credibility that has been achieved is 
especially evident when encouragement is given by the 
intellectuals among us who allegedly represent academic 
“scholarship.” 14 

To see where this trend is logically headed, consider 
what has happened to one preacher and his wife.!5 Appearing 
as guests on a Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex religious 
television station, the couple gave their “testimony” regarding 
the sequence of events that brought them to a new 
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understanding of the influence of the Holy Spirit in their 
lives. The pair traced their change to their contact with 
John Elliot who introduced them to “contemporary” worship 
practices and, in the process, related to them an incident 
wherein he claimed miraculous healing occurred: 


As we look back on that, I think those two things— 
the opening to praise and worship, and then 
secondly, someone sharing about how the Lord had 
healed them in a miraculous way—God just started 
easing us down this little path. 


The “little path” has led them to a complete acceptance of 
the pentecostal posture—baptism of the Holy Spirit and the 
reception of supernatural gifts. The preacher insisted that 
his new understanding of the Holy Spirit’s work was correct 
since he has now personally experienced the supernatural 
intervention of the Holy Spirit: 


We asked John Elliot to come in and do a little 
evening of praise for a group ... and that night I 
saw two words of knowledge, I with my own eyes 
saw John Elliot receive two miraculous words, and 
that’s when I knew this is for real. 


The Lord just keeps opening new things up. In 
December of last year, He gave me this—I really 
think it was a word of wisdom, if I understand that 
correctly—in which He just in a moment, just very 
short few moments, gave me the idea for this 
ministry and I wrote it down—I think I sent it to 
you in that little testimony form. 


The preacher’s wife was even more revealing—not only of 
how far the pair has gone in their thinking—but of the true 
origin of their new beliefs: 


There were heart things going on at the same time 
as head things and, for me, I think in my walk 
with the Lord I wanted a touch from Him more 
than just knowing about Him—I knew all about 
Him, I grew up in a minister’s family. I wanted a 
touch from the Lord; I wanted to know without a 
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doubt that He loved me, that there was affection 
on me from Him; and I knew that had to come, not 
just from the head, it had to come from the heart 
and it had to be a supernatural touch. 


When God’s own words on a matter are insufficient for an 
individual to the extent that that individual demands “a 
supernatural touch,” one can rest assured that the individual 
will receive it and convince himself that the “touch” came 
from God. When the “heart” takes precedence over the “head,” 
when experience takes priority over Scripture, anything is 
possible. After all, human inclination and subjectivity are 
unpredictable and capable of generating a powerful form of 
self-delusion (II Thess. 2:11). 

Once individuals cut themselves loose from the objective 
statements of Scripture in order to travel down the pathway 
of what they think or feel God is leading them to do, other 
clear-cut doctrines of the Bible will surely be jettisoned as 
well. On the same program, the preacher’s wife sang a 
religious solo with the accompaniment of instrumental music. 
The preacher described his fellowship with a variety of 
denominations in the observance of “Holy Week.” He also 
implied that those who have been baptized in the Holy Spirit 
are fellow Christians even if they have not been baptized in 
water for the remission of sins. In other words, this newfound 
preoccupation with the Holy Spirit has led to his denial and 
abandonment of such cut and dried, set-in-concrete doctrines 
as the one church, the one plan of salvation, and true 
worship! 


Bible Teaching 

When a person eludes the narcotic effects of human 
emotion and subjective inclination and, instead, engages in 
an honest appraisal of what the Bible actually teaches, that 
person will find himself “sitting and clothed and in his right 
mind” (Mark 5:15). We must examine Scripture—not our 
fickle feelings, not what someone says happened to him, 
not our own experience. The only sure and certain approach 
is—what does the Bible teach? To be approved of God, we 
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must “rightly handle the word of truth” (II Tim. 2:15). We 
must “receive the word with all readiness of mind and search 
the Scriptures” (Acts 17:11). 


The Definition of Miracles 

Three terms are used in the Bible to refer to 
supernatural (versus natural) manifestation from God: 
“miracle,” “sign,” and “wonder.” The three terms occur 
together in Acts 2:22, Hebrews 2:4 and II Corinthians 12:12. 
As used in the Bible, these terms are essentially synonymous. 
They refer to the momentary suspension of the laws of nature. 
Thus the miraculous in the Bible was not merely an event 
that was astonishing, incredible, or unbelievable (e.g., the 
birth of a baby or narrow avoidance of an accident). A miracle 
was undeniable, divine proof that the supernatural had 
occurred, that an event contrary to the usual course of nature 
had happened. 


The Design Of Miracles 

Miracles in the New Testament served the divine 
function of confirmation. When an inspired speaker stepped 
forward to declare God’s word, God validated or endorsed 
the speaker’s remarks by empowering the speaker to perform 
-miracles. Many New Testament passages underscore this 
point. For example, Mark 16:20 states, “And they went out 
and preached everywhere, the Lord working with them and 
confirming the word through the accompanying signs.” 
Hebrews 2:3-4 reads, “how shall we escape if we neglect so 
great a salvation, which at the first began to be spoken by 
the Lord, and was confirmed to us by those who heard Him, 
God also bearing witness both with signs and wonders, with 
various miracles, and gifts of thé Holy Spirit.” 

Luke recorded in Acts 8:6, “And the multitudes with 
one accord heeded the things spoken by Philip, hearing and 
seeing the miracles which he did.” In Acts 4:29-30, Luke also 
recorded, “...grant to Your servants that with all boldness 
they may speak Your word, by stretching out your hand to 
heal, and that signs and wonders may be done....” 


Bill, 


Notice the close link between the miraculous and the 
preached word in these verses. These passages (and many 
others—Acts 14:3; 15:12; Rom. 15:18-19; I Cor. 12:4; I Thess. 
1:5) show that the purpose of miracles was to authenticate 
the oral word as being God’s word. Miracles legitimized the 
teaching of God’s messengers as over against the many 
false teachers (like Simon in Acts 8) that attempted to fool 
the people. 

Even the miracles which Jesus performed were designed 
to back up His word—his oral claim to be deity. John 2:23 
says, “...many believed in His name when they saw the signs 
which He did.” John 3:2 records the insightful observation 
of Nicodemus: “Rabbi, we know that You are a teacher come 
from God; for no one can do these signs that You do unless 
God is with him.” Carefully compare John 5:36; 6:14; 7:31; 
LOT 2030251 Acts 2:22; 

Once inspired teaching was committed to writing (in 
the form of the New Testament), the need for miraculous 
confirmation of the oral word dissolved. Now people can sit 
down with the written word of God and with honest and 
diligent study conclude that it is God’s word. Many preachers 
and teachers today never grasp this point. Instead, they say 
other reasons exist for divine healing and tongue-speaking. 
They say, for example, that tongue-speaking is a sign that 
the tongue-speaker is super spiritual. They say miraculous 
healing serves the purpose of making the believer well— 
relieving his pain and suffering. They say God does not want 
us to suffer and so He will heal us just to ease our pain in 
this life. 

I don’t doubt that divine healing in the New Testament 
demonstrated God’s compassion. Certainly, relief from 
suffering would have been a side benefit of being healed. 
But relieving suffering was not the purpose of divine healing 
in the New Testament! Such a purpose would contradict the 
nature of this created world as a place where hardship exists 
to prepare us for eternity (e.g., Phil. 1:29; II Tim. 2:3, 9; Heb. - 
11:25; I Peter 2:19-21). 

If miracles were for the purpose of just improving the 
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health or physical condition of the recipient, then Jesus and 
the apostles were failures because they left untouched a lot 
of sick and dying folk. Someone says, “But that’s because 
those sick people didn’t have faith.” This objection does not 
harmonize with the Bible. While some people were 
commended for their faith prior to being the recipient of a 
miracle, many others were not required to have faith as a 
prerequisite. 

For example, the dead who were raised obviously did 
not have faith. Nor did those possessed by demons have 
faith before being healed. Many texts indicate that those 
who received the benefits of miracles did not have to have 
faith. Read Luke 9:42; 11:14; 13:12; 14:4. Note John 20:30- 
31—“And truly Jesus did many other signs in the presence 
of His disciples, which are not written in this book; but these 
are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, 
the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in His 
name.” 

John says belief follows as a result of the miracle—not 
before in order to receive a miracle! The New Testament 
teaches the very opposite of those who claim miracles occur 
today. They say you must have faith before you can receive 
a miracle. The New Testament teaches that miracles were 
‘performed to authenticate the speaker’s message and identity. 
The message in turn generated faith in the hearer. Even 
tongue-speaking was designed to convince the hearer to give 
heed to the message. 

A good example of these factors operating in relation 
to each other is seen in the case of the Roman proconsul 
Sergius Paulus. When Elymas attempted to divert the 
proconsul’s attention from the gospel, Paul performed a 
miracle by inflicting Elymas with blindness. This miracle, 
while coincidentally punishing Elymas for his opposition to 
God’s ways, had as its purpose to draw the proconsul’s 
attention to the gospel message, i.e., to confirm the divine 
origin of the word. Notice Luke’s inspired summary: “Then 
the proconsul believed, when he saw what had been done, 
being astonished at the teaching of the Lord” (Acts 13:12). 
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Here is the divine sequence that clarifies the genuine 
interplay between the miraculous, the message, and human 
response: a miracle is performed to authenticate the divine 
message; impressed by the divine stamp of approval on the 
message, the honest hearer gives full consideration to the 
divine message; this message creates astonishment in the 
honest hearer to the extent that he believes (Rom. 10:17). 


The Duration of Miracles 

Perhaps the most lengthy treatment of miracles (e.g., 
tongue-speaking, healing, prophecy) in the New Testament 
is I Corinthians chapters twelve, thirteen and fourteen. These 
three chapters were written to Christians at Corinth because 
miracles were being abused and misused. In chapter twelve, 
Paul argues that the body (the church) should function 
harmoniously by using their miraculous gifts properly. In 
chapter thirteen, Paul argues that love is a more excellent 
tool than miraculous gifts. After all, miraculous gifts (..e., 
prophecy, tongue-speaking, supernatural knowledge, etc.) 
were going to fail, cease, vanish, and be done away (13:8). 

These miraculous gifts are identified as “in part” (13:9), 
meaning they provide an incomplete or partial portrait of 
Christianity. The “in part” (the miraculous) would end when 
the “perfect” had come. The Greek word for “perfect” is teleos 
and does not refer to sinlessness, Jesus, love or heaven. 
Rather teleos denotes what is mature, complete, whole or 
full-grown. Thus the “perfect” refers, not to the canon, but 
to completed revelation or totally revealed New Testament 
Scriptures. This condition was accomplished by 100 A.D. 

When the church possessed only bits and pieces of 
God’s will as revealed through scattered miraculous gifts, 
she could not be mature and was therefore like a child (13:11). 
When all of God’s will for the New Testament era had been 
revealed, the church then had the means available to be “a 
man.” Once the church had access to all of God’s word, the 
means by which the word was given (i.e., miraculous gifts) 
would be obsolete and useless and therefore “put away.” 

In 13:12, the existence of the miraculous to acquire 
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God’s word is compared to looking through a clouded mirror. 
Once the complete New Testament was available in written 
form with the miraculous gifts no longer necessary, it was 
like standing face to face with someone rather than looking 
through a clouded mirror. Consequently, miraculous gifts in 
the first century church were like scaffolding that is 
temporarily erected while the superstructure is being built. 
But once the structure is finished, the scaffolding is removed 
and discarded. 

In Ephesians 4:13, Paul makes the same point that he 
made in I Corinthians 13. Miracles were to last until 
(conjunction of time) “the unity of the faith and the knowledge 
of the Son of God.” Unity of the faith in the sense of agreement 
among believers will never happen. This verse is referring 
to the unity of THE faith, i.e., when the complete New 
Testament was available to man. At that point, humans had 
the potential to grow up and mature spiritually. 


Tongue-speaking 

In I Corinthians chapter fourteen, several relevant 
points occur with regard to the gift of tongue-speaking: 

1. The term “unknown” is italicized in the King James 
Version because it does not appear in the original Greek text 
(14:2,4,13,14,19,27). 

2. Acts chapter two makes clear that tongue-speaking 
entails no more than the ability to speak a foreign language 
(e.g., Latin, Chinese, Russian) which one has not studied. 

3. The Bible no where refers to the existence of an 
alleged “ecstatic utterance.” The tongue-speaking of 
I Corinthians chapter fourteen was known human language. 

4. Tongue-speaking was a sign to unbelievers and so 
was to be done in their presence to convince them of the 
truth (14:22). 

5. The holder of a miraculous gift could control himself. 
He was not overwhelmed by the Holy Spirit so that he 
began to babble or flail about (14:32). 

The claim by many today to be able to speak in tongues 
is simply foreign to New Testament teaching. Anyone can 
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babble and make up sounds and claim the gift of tongue- 
speaking. But that practice would not constitute proof of 
divine authenticity. In the New Testament, no one questioned 
the authenticity of tongue-speaking. Why? Because the 
speaker spoke a known human language which could be 
understood by those who knew that language but who knew 
that speaker had not studied that language. When self- 
proclaimed tongue-speakers today demonstrate that genuine 
New Testament gift, we could accept their message as being 
from God. But no one today has that genuine New Testament 
gift. 


Holy Spirit Baptism 

But what about Holy Spirit baptism? The first New 
Testament allusion to Holy Spirit baptism is John’s 
statement: “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance, 
but He who is coming after me ... will baptize you with the 
Holy Spirit” (Matt. 3:11). From this statement alone, I might 
be tempted to conclude that Christians in general would be 
baptized in the Holy Spirit. But the specific recipients of this 
promise are clarified in later passages. 

Just before His ascension, Jesus told the apostles to 
wait in Jerusalem until “endued with power from on high” 
(Luke 24:49). In John chapters fourteen through sixteen, 
Jesus made several specific promises to the apostles 
concerning the coming of the Spirit upon them to empower 
them to do the peculiar work of an apostle (i.e., recall the 
words Jesus had spoken to them, speak and write by 
inspiration, etc.). If these verses apply to all Christians, 
then all Christians ought to have been personally guided 
“into all truth” (John 16:13) and have absolutely no need of 
written Scripture (John 14:26). But, in context, these verses 
clearly refer to the apostolic office. 

Jesus further clarified the application of Holy Spirit 
baptism when He told the apostles that the earlier statement | 
made in Luke 24:49 applied to them and would come to pass 
“not many days from now” (Acts 1:4-5). Jesus also stated 
that the “power” which they would receive would be the 
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Holy Spirit which would enable them to witness to the world 
what they had experienced by being with Jesus (Acts 1:8). 

All one need do is turn the page to see the promise of 
Holy Spirit baptism achieving dramatic and climactic 
fulfillment in Acts chapter two when the Spirit was poured 
out only upon the apostles. The antecedent of “they” in Acts 
2:4 is “the apostles” in Acts 1:26. The apostles were the ones 
who spoke in tongues and taught the people. Verse 7 says, 
“are not all these who speak Galileans?”—an obvious 
reference to the Twelve. Verse 14 has “Peter standing up 
with the eleven,” and verse 37 says, “they...said to Peter and 
the rest of the apostles.” In verse 16, Peter quoted Joel 2:28- 
32 and applied it to that occasion. The text even states 
explicitly that the signs and wonders were “done by the 
apostles” (2:43; study also Acts 5:12; 15:12). So the first 
instance of Holy Spirit baptism in the New Testament 
happened to the apostles. 

The next allusion to Holy Spirit baptism consists of 
Peter describing the experience of the Gentiles in Acts chapter 
ten as comparable to the experience of the apostles in Acts 
chapter two (Acts 11:15-17). The meaning of Joel’s “all flesh” 
does not mean “all humans” or “all Christians,” but all 
nationalities. The Bible divides humanity into two racial 
groupings—Jew and non-Jew or Gentile (cf., Luke 2:10; 3:6; 
Rom. 10:11-12). Thus the Jewish apostles received Holy Spirit 
baptism in Acts chapter two to equip them to establish the 
church and write, speak, and confirm inspired truth. The 
Gentile household of Cornelius received Holy Spirit baptism 
in Acts chapter ten to convince the Jewish Christians that 
Gentiles were fit recipients of the gospel and valid candidates 
for entrance into the kingdom (Acts 10:34-35,45; 11:18). Joel’s 
statement that God would pour out His Spirit on “all flesh” 
applied to the outpouring on Jews in Acts two and Gentiles 
in Acts ten. Though Paul must have received direct 
miraculous ability from God, his reception was obviously 
unique in that (1) he was not an apostle when the Twelve 
received the Spirit and (2) he was “one born out of due time” 
(I Cor. 45:8). 
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That is the extent of New Testament teaching on the 
subject of Holy Spirit baptism. “But didn’t many others in 
the New Testament work miracles or speak in tongues?” 
Yes, but the only other way to receive miraculous capability 
was through the laying on of the apostles’ hands. Only the 
apostles possessed the ability to transfer miraculous 
capability to another. 

Acts 8:17-21 clarifies this point: 


Then they laid hands on them, and they received 
the Holy Spirit. Now when Simon saw that through 
the laying on of the apostles’ hands the Holy Spirit 
was given, he offered them money, saying, “Give 
me this power also, that anyone on whom I lay 
hands may receive the Holy Spirit.” But Peter said 
to him, “Your money perish with you, because you 
thought that the gift of God could be purchased 
with money! You have neither part not portion in 
this matter, for your heart is not right in the sight 
of God.” 


Additional passages confirm this sole alternative to Holy 
Spirit baptism. Philip’s ability to perform miracles in Acts 
8:6,13 was derived from the laying on of the apostles’ hands 
in Acts 6:5-6. The Christians in Ephesus who were able to 
speak in tongues received the capability from the apostle 
Paul’s hands (Acts 19:6). Timothy received his gift the same 
way (II Tim. 1:6).16 

Since no apostles are living today, and since Holy Spirit 
baptism was unique to the apostles (Acts 2) and the first 
Gentile converts (Acts 10), Scripture lends no support for 
Holy Spirit baptism today. No divine healing occurs today. 
No tongue-speaking is taking place today. Access to spiritual 
maturity through God’s written revelation for the first 
century Christian was partial and imperfect (I Cor. 13:8-13). 
But the Christian living today has all that’s needed to be 
complete and enjoy the fullness of Christian existence by 
means of the written New Testament (II Tim. 3:16-17; II 
Peter 1:3; Eph. 4:14). 


Conclusion 

The change that has come over the church respecting 
the Holy Spirit is simply another manifestation of the liberal 
tendency to evade personal responsibility for one’s own 
thoughts and behavior. It is a crutch for the emotionally 
immature who are desperately grasping for emotional 
security and spiritual fulfillment. Distorting Bible teaching 
regarding the role of the Holy Spirit is not the answer. 
Attributing thoughts that pop into the mind to the Holy 
Spirit, or feeling that the Holy Spirit is leading one to do 
something, are convenient ways to do what one chooses to 
do and still feel justified. Crediting the Holy Spirit with 
one’s thoughts and acts allows the individual to feel his 
decisions are out of his control and under the guidance of the 
Spirit. The resulting euphoria and sense of freedom is a 
recipe for disaster. One by one, the clear teachings of the 
Bible will fade into insignificance and irrelevance. . 

Gus Nichols once debated a Pentecostal preacher who 
would begin to quote a Scripture, pretend to forget it, request 
help from the Holy Spirit, pause awaiting the Spirit’s aid, 
and then quote it as though the Spirit had supplied it right 
there on the spot. Nichols saw the audience deeply swayed 
by this clever strategy. The man tried it once too often and 
the alert Nichols was ready and waiting. The man misquoted 
a passage after going through his emotional procedure. 
Nichols told the audience of the glaring error and quoted the 
passage correctly. He informed the startled audience that it 
was not the Holy Spirit who was aiding the man, but one 
of the seducing spirits referred to in I Timothy 4:1.17 

Another insightful example of how faithful Christians 
of the past have countered the false views regarding the 
work of the Holy Spirit is that of George DeHoff: 


I was preaching in a big tent meeting in Lepanto, 
Arkansas ... One night after the prayer, we were 
standing up singing and a man came right down 
the middle aisle, all dressed up with a three piece 
suit. He shook hands with me, came right on the 
platform and told me his name, and said, “The 
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Lord spoke to me and told me to come and preach 
tonight.” Well, of course, that upset me. There the 
brethren got me to hold a meeting and the Lord 
got somebody else. I said, “What time did the Lord 
speak to you?” He said, “This afternoon.” I said, 
“What time this afternoon?” He said, “Uh, uh, about 
three o’clock.” Well, I said, “My friend, just be seated 
and forget about it because He spoke to me at 
seven o’clock and told me He had changed His 
mind, for me to go ahead and preach and ignore 
you. 18 


Those of us living today have been preceded by great, 
knowledgeable Christian men who have effectively exposed 
' error and accurately presented the truth about the Spirit to 
so many. What an eternal tragedy that so many members 
of churches of Christ are now falling for the same shananigans 
and ploys that these men accurately and competently 
devastated—ploys that have been spawned by the same 
farfetched understanding of the Holy Spirit. 

We human beings are always looking for something 
new, something exciting and flashy. We reach for the 
attractive and the appealing. We want the easy way out. We 
want something that makes us feel religious and secure 
without having to face up to our responsibilities. 

Genuine Christianity today consists of simply taking 
the written word of God and studying it carefully in order 
to learn what God expects of us. Spirituality comes from 
simple meditation and reflection upon the word of God—no 
brass bands or circus theatrics—no flash of light or dream 
or vision—no sudden rush attributable to the Holy Spirit. 
The pathway to heaven consists of honest, intensive 
investigation of written revelation and a life of diligent self- 
discipline and self-denial that strives to incorporate spiritual 
attributes into our lives—like patience, compassion, kindness, 
humility, forgiveness, honesty, integrity, peace of soul, joy, 
clean moral living. 

There is no short cut to spirituality. The miraculous is 
no answer; miracles even in the first century were never 
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designed to develop these attributes (Luke 16:31). Only words 
from God will equip us and prepare us for eternity. As Peter 
said to Jesus, “Lord, to whom shall we go? You have the 
words of eternal life” (John 6:68). Jesus said to the father, 
“Sanctify them by Your truth. Your word is truth” (John 
17:17). When Satan urged Jesus to perform a miracle, Jesus 
countered, “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every 
word that proceeds from the mouth of God” (Matt. 4:4). 


Part IV Summary 

The specifics of change are numerous. The agents of 
change are assaulting the body of Christ along a broad front. 
The changes share in common a mutual neglect of the biblical 
principle of authority (Chapter 40). They also parallel each 
other in their common rejection of rationality (Chapter 12) 
in order to embrace emotionalism (Chapter 6). The change 
agents are focusing much of their subversion on the worship 
assembly. In addition, they are endeavoring to undercut the 
very foundation of New Testament Christianity by associating 
the church with manmade religion, i.e., denominationalism. 

Faithful Christians will resist and withstand these 
innovations. We must refuse to be caught up in all the hype 
and superficial excitement generated by illicit change. We 
. must not become “a reed shaken by the wind” (Matt. 11:7). 
Instead, “we should no longer be children, tossed to and fro 
and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the trickery 
of men, in the cunning craftiness by which they lie in wait 
to deceive, but, speaking the truth in love, may grow up” 
(Eph. 4:14-15). 
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Chapter 33 


PrRIDE—THE PERENNIAL 
PROBLEM Or HUMANITY 


hy? Why are they tearing asunder the precious body 
of Christ? Why? Why are they trying to restructure 
and change the church? What is motivating them? What 
ultimately drives people to believe 
“Cl ben pride and do the things they do—what 
makes them tick? Part V will call 


comes, then attention to some reasons the Bible 
comes shame; gives as to why people deliberately 
But with the epeore to act out of harmony with 

, | God’s will. 
humble is wisdom But first contemplate these 


—Solomon (Prov. 11:2) | questions. In _ politics, what 
motivated Lenin to promote 
socialistic communism in Russia at the turn of the century? 
.What motivated Hitler to promote National Socialism in 
Germany in the 1930s? In religion, to what do we attribute 
the behavior of those who advance Buddhism, Hinduism, 
Confucianism, and Zoastrianism all over the Eastern world 
and beyond? What lies behind the promotion of Islam 
throughout the Middle East? What motivated Joseph Smith 
in 1830 to announce to the world his possession of the Book 
of Mormon and his role as God’s latter day prophet? In 
science, what caused Darwin, and the thousands of 
evolutionists who have since followed his lead, to draw false 
conclusions regarding the scientific data as it relates to 
Creation? 

Are these people correct in their views? If not, did 
they arrive at and continue to hold their views totally out 
of honest and sincere convictions? Were they convinced that 
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their views constituted absolute truth? Has the “don’t be 
judgmental” mentality, the rejection of epistemological 
certainty and the absolute nature of truth, created within us 
a hesitation and reluctance to assess the views of people in 
terms of right or wrong, true or false? Have we reached a 
point at which we are blind to the single most common 
explanation given in the Bible for diversity in doctrine and 
practice: a deliberate rejection of God and His truth in order 
to please self? 

The bottom line, taproot cause of all departure from 
God’s will is human pride. Pride is the attribute of thinking 
highly of self (Rom. 12:3). Pride is self-centeredness. It is 
approaching life from the perspective of personal desire— 
what do I want? What will make me happy? What will 
bolster my status? What will enhance my condition? 
Selfishness is the essence of pride. 

John summarized the nature of worldliness in terms of 
the three avenues through which Satan seeks to subvert 
people: the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the 
pride of life (I John 2:16). Notice that the first two, lust of 
the flesh and eyes, are actually further manifestations of the 
third—pride. When our flesh and our eyes desire something 
which we should not have, the motivation behind the fleshly 
lust is the desire to enhance self. 

With the exception of Satan and his angels (I Tim. 3:6; 
I John 3:8; II Peter 2:4; Jude 6), Eve was the earliest example 
of what pride does to a person. She listened to the rationale 
of Satan who assured her she could be like God—an obvious 
appeal to pride. She also observed that the fruit was visually 
attractive and good for food—additional appeals to her vanity 
that promised self-enhancement (Gen. 3:5-6). These seductive 
lures stroked Eve’s pride, convincing her that her status and 
station in life would be improved. Her spiritual sensibilities 
and doctrinal commitments were impaired by her pride. 

Many individuals in Bible history permitted their pride 
to get in the way of doctrinal purity. David’s elevated status, 
popularity and praiseworthy achievements facilitated a 
haughty spirit that escalated into adultery and murder 
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(II Sam. 11). His pride was the opposite of what he later 
realized he needed—a broken and contrite heart (Psm. 51:17). 
King Saul was an extremely prideful man who repeatedly 
relegated strict doctrinal compliance beneath his desire to 
do what he wanted to do (I Sam. 13:8-14; 15:10-11). Samuel 
pinpointed Saul’s problem as rebellion and stubbornness (1 
Sam. 15:23). Saul’s doctrinal laxness, his willingness to 
change God’s instructions, was the direct result of his 
arrogance—his pride. His inability to ever master his pride 
led to a sad and tragic end: a desperate attempt at suicide 
and, finally, euthanasia (I Sam. 31:3-4; II Sam. 1:5-10). 

King Uzziah, likewise, shows the close correlation 
between pride and the tendency to dilute doctrine. His lengthy 
reign sustained his time in the limelight, enabling him to 
accomplish many great feats. But his strength led to pride 
which led to adjustments in worship doctrine (II Chron. 
26:16). When a conservative (1.e., faithful) priest confronted 
the king and challenged his doctrinal deviations, the king 
became enraged. This stubborn, prideful defiance of God’s 
doctrinal stipulations resulted in the loss of kingship and he 
contracted leprosy which brought perpetual quarantinement 
(2 Chron. 2671 7-23). 

God hates pride and arrogance (Prov. 6:17; 8:13). Pride 
- obscures human ability to see the necessity of doctrinal purity 
(Prov. 11:2; 15:33; 16:18; 21:24; 29:23; Dan. 4:37). The change 
agents are reckless and irresponsible in their treatment of 
doctrine and the necessity of obedience to doctrinal detail. 
This carelessness has historically signaled an attitude 
problem—a problem with pride, thinking of self more highly 
than one ought to think (Rom. 12:3). Those who remain pure 
in doctrine are certainly not exempt from falling prey to 
pride. But those who disregard doctrinal correctness most 
certainly have succumbed to human pride—the perennial 
problem of humanity. 
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Chapter 34 


PoOPULARITY—THE SEARCH 
For CREDIBILITY 


Hz pride often reveals itself in terms of a desire to 
gain the approval of people, to be liked and looked up 
to. The otherwise normal, healthy need for acceptance can 
be allowed to get out of hand and take precedence over 
conformity to God’s rules. Attempts to change the church 
may be nothing more than an effort to get attention and 
attract a following. But seeking to please people and showing 
more concern for what others think 
“ 5 than for what God thinks are further 
...entrusted with . ; ; 

manifestations of pride and egotism. 
the gospel, even SO | In Bible history, when this course 
was pursued, doctrinal aberration 


we speak, not as invariably followed. 


pleasing men...nor Saul’s stubborn pride showed 
did we seek itself in this way. He gave as his 

’ reason for altering divine 

glory fr om men instructions, “because I feared the 
—Paul people and obeyed their voice” (I 


(II Thess. 2:4-6) Sam. 15:24). His fear was not fear 
of physical harm. After all, he was 
the king and had absolute power over the lives of the people. 
Rather, he feared losing the favor and approval of the people. 
He wanted their acceptance. He wanted to be popular with 
them (cf., I Sam. 18:7-8). His desire for popularity was simply 
evidence of a deeper problem: pride. 

Aaron was infected with the same malady. His desire 
to please people led to the fashioning of the golden calf, 
thereby tampering with the worship regulations given by 
God (Exod. 32:1-5). He certainly achieved his goal. The people 
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treated him as an authoritative figure and he enjoyed their 
acceptance. But this desire to be credible only led him into 
the disfavor of God. Moses could not believe his brother 
could be so vulnerable to the lust for public acclaim. He said 
to Aaron, “What did this people do to you that you have 
brought so great a sin upon them?” Though he made excuses 
and attempted to minimize his role in the matter, he was 
guilty of violating God’s will due to his desire to accommodate 
the wishes of the people. 

Jesus encountered the same attribute while He walked 
on the earth. During the days leading up to the Passover 
and His impending death, He had occasion to address a 
crowd. Though He had performed miraculous signs before 
them, authenticating His claim to deity, they refused to 
believe. On the other hand, a number of high ranking officials 
were convinced of Jesus’ identity to the extent that they 
believed on Him. That kind of conviction would ordinarily 
be commendable. But not in this case. These chief rulers 
were unwilling to confess openly, to acknowledge publicly, 
their true convictions. Why? If it’s the truth, why would a 
person choose to pursue a different direction? If one knows 
that a certain point of doctrine is right, why would that 
person be unwilling to acknowledge it, admit it, and commit 
- to it? Listen to the inspired writer: 


Nevertheless even among the rulers many believed 
in Him, but because of the Pharisees they did not 
confess Him, lest they should be put out of the 
synagogue; for they loved the praise of men more 
than the praise of God (John 12:42-43). 


This passage proves that people can embrace false 
religion on some basis other than ignorance or lack of 
awareness. These gentlemen knew who Jesus was and 
accepted that fact! Yet they chose to pursue a different 
religious course—why? “Because of the Pharisees.” But why 
be concerned with what the Pharisees thought? Because the 
Pharisees had the power to expel people from the synagogue. 
But why care whether you are put out of the synagogue? 


SOF 


Because in that setting and in that position, these men were 
receiving notoriety, approval, acceptance, prestige, fame, 
position, and attention. They were thoroughly enjoying the 
praise of people. That immediate and ongoing gratification 
meant more to them than the oral assurance of God’s 
approval offered to those who act on what they know to be 
the truth. 

While engaging in evangelistic endeavors in Samaria, 
Philip performed miracles to confirm his message. “And there 
was great joy in that city” (Acts 8:8). One interesting character 
in Philip’s audience was Simon, a man whose career had 
been devoted to sorcery and the magical arts. This man was 
sufficiently proficient in his abilities that he was able to 
dazzle and amaze the entire population of the city. He 
sustained this place of preeminence over a long period of 
time (Acts 8:11). 

You and I know—just as Simon knew—that there wasn’t 
anything to his “powers.” He was a fake, a con man. Why? 
Why would he take up a profession that he knew was purely 
imaginary, deceitful, and a sham? Luke tells us that Simon 
was “claiming that he was someone great” (Acts 8:9). Here 
was his motivation. He was out for popularity and recognition. 
He wanted to be highly regarded and respected by people. 

Many folk must have been shocked when Simon himself 
became a Christian (Acts 8:13). He had been such a 
prestigious individual in the eyes of so many people. His 
submission to Philip’s preaching must have come as a great 
surprise. However, when Philip solicited the assistance of 
the apostles, Peter and John arrived from Jerusalem in order 
to place their hands on new converts and confer miraculous 
ability. Philip possessed miraculous power, but he did not 
have the capability to impart his miraculous power to others. 
When Simon observed that the apostles possessed this higher 
ability to transfer miraculous power, he attempted to bribe 
them into giving him this same power. 

If Simon’s conversion was genuine, he nevertheless 
reverted back into his former ways. Once again, he was 
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operating out of a desire to achieve recognition. Knowing his 
own sorcerous practices were fictitious, he was struck by the 
authenticity of Philip’s miracles (8:13) and now the even 
more powerful actions of the apostles. His old desire for 
public acclaim resurfaced and took control. Peter reprimanded 
him: “Your money perish with you... your heart is not right 
in the sight of God” (Acts 8:20-21). His internal motivation 
was illicit, prompting him to approach his religion as a means 
to achieve attention from people. His only hope was to repent 
of this “wickedness” (Acts 8:22). 

When Paul arrived at the seacoast city of Miletus on 
his third evangelistic tour, he sent a communique to the 
elders of the church of Christ in Ephesus, requesting that 
they meet with him. They came, and Paul poured out his 
heart to them, divulging his deep concerns for their spiritual 
well-being and the future of the church under their oversight. 
It was an emotional meeting that ended in tears and the 
awareness that they would never see Paul again. 

One admonition which he issued to the elders amounted 
to a solemn warning. He knew for a fact that after his 
departure individuals would come into the church and 
promote doctrinal change. He warned them that even within 
the eldership, some would advance erroneous ideas. But 
‘why? What could possibly motivate members or preachers or 
even elders to disrupt the peace and harmony of the church 
by presenting change in doctrine or practice? Could it be 
that such change artists are genuinely motivated by honest 
concern for the truth? 

Paul tells us what would be the driving force behind 
their efforts: “to draw away the disciples after them” (Acts 
20:30). Paul was saying that a man in a position of leadership 
can become enamored by his status in the limelight and 
orchestrate doctrinal changes in order to maintain and 
intensify his position. He will even split the church to secure 
a following. Those who are drawn away and fall for his 
charisma are simply serving the unwitting purpose of feeding 
his ego and making him feel important. 
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When John wrote Gaius a ietter, he commented on one 
particular member, Diotrephes, and pinpointed that man’s 
driving purpose: “who loves to have the preeminence among 
them” (III John 9). This internal compulsion manifested itself 
in doctrine and in deed (III John 10-11). 

What a contrast—Gaius and Diotrephes! Both were 
Christians. Both were active in the local church. Gaius was 
known for his conservatism, i.e., his commitment to doctrinal 
correctness (III John 3-4) and his love and hospitality 
(III John 5-6). But Diotrephes was known for his personal 
ambition—his desire to be recognized as a top figure in the 
church. He sustained this status by badmouthing the 
conservative element in the congregation and pushing for 
them to just leave (III John 10). This scenario has been 
repeated many times over across the brotherhood of our day 
as change agents have connived and manipulated to run off 
the faithful and take control of the church. 


Conclusion 

One primary catalyst that les behind the push for 
change is this incessant hunger for prestige and power— 
seeking the acceptance and praise of people. But Jesus still 
says, “Woe to you when all men speak well of you” (Luke 
6:26). He still cautions us: “He who loves father or mother 
more than Me is not worthy of Me. And he who loves son 
or daughter more than Me is not worthy of Me” (Matt. 10:37). 
The attempt to embrace the denominations (Chapter 29) is 
one glaring manifestation of this frantic search for 
credibility. 

We must purify our motives and make certain that 
Christ and His will take precedence over our desire to please 
people. We must set aside our egos and pour our energies 
into pleasing God, remaining content with the simple precepts 
of biblical religion. Those who are engineering illicit change . 
in the church must ask themselves honestly and genuinely, 
“What is my motive? Am I really convinced that what I am 
promoting is God’s will according to the Bible? Or is the 
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change simply a smokescreen to achieve a name for myself 
and enjoy the approval and praise of people?” God knows the 
true answers to these questions—whether or not agents of 
change are willing to face them. 
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Chapter 35 


POSSESSIONS—THE LUST 
For THINGS 


e are living at the height of prosperity in a nation that 

has achieved the highest standard of living for the 
majority of its citizenry that the world has ever seen. At no 
other time in the history of the human race has a civilization 
attained to such a high level of economic success and 
widespread material well-being. Due to this incredible 
circumstance, the U.S. is literally the envy of the world. 
People from virtually every country 
and culture are literally pouring into 
America by every legal and illegal 
_-means in hopes of grabbing a little 
piece of the pie. The economic gap 


"...some have strayed 
from the faith in their 


greediness, and 


pierced thomselpes | that exists between the U.S. and 
th fipe ei most of the rest of the world is 
rOugl) wt almost unfathomable. Most of the 


MANY SOFFOWS 
—I Timothy 6:10 


population of the earth considers 
every American to be rich. 

As blessed as we are and as 
pleasant and comfortable as our lives have become, the Trojan 
Horse of materialism has brought with it a hidden cargo. 
Throughout Bible history, prosperity has typically created a 
social climate antagonistic to spirituality. That’s why Moses 
warned the Israelite nation that once God gave them the 
Promised Land and'enabled them to prosper and achieve 
material success, they would be vulnerable to forgetting the 
Lord by relaxing doctrinal commitments (Deut. 6:10-18). An | 
atmosphere of financial prosperity can generate heightened 
lust—lust for money, possessions, pleasures and. other sinful 
cravings like illicit sex, gluttony and alcohol. 
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Many Scriptures illustrate this basic motive as the 
underlying stimulus for doctrinal deviation and change. Eve’s 
pride—her desire to enhance her person—was bolstered by 
the visual attractiveness of the forbidden fruit and the value 
of the fruit as food (Gen. 3:6). Her lust, her appetite, was 
stimulated by visual and fleshly perceptions. This lust 
facilitated her disobedience. Whereas to Eve a piece of fruit 
was visually seductive, to David the sight of a naked woman 
awakened sinful cravings (II Sam. 11:2). In both cases, the 
lust for things led to adjustments in doctrinal practice. 

What lay behind the Israelites orgiastic behavior at 
the foot of Mt. Sinai? What motivated them to abandon 
Moses’ leadership and compliance with God’s doctrinal 
standards? The text pinpoints their eating and drinking, 
their “play” (i.e., revelry), and their singing and dancing as 
key factors associated with their unfaithfulness (Exod. 
32:6,18-19). In other words, doctrinal strictness was 
supplanted by lust, plain and simple, giving vent to sinful 
passions and illicit cravings. Though God was attempting to 
elevate the people spiritually, they allowed their “love of the 
world” (I John 2:15) to take precedence over doctrinal loyalty. 

The “prodigal son” fell prey to the same internal 
inclinations. He wanted his father to bestow upon him his 
-inheritance prematurely. Why? What motivated him to make 
the decisions he made and do the things he did? He was 
drawn by the lure of the far country (Luke 15:13). The 
potential for quenching his fleshly appetites attracted him 
and caused him to turn his back on his father and his father’s 
value system. Demas did the same thing. He deserted Paul 
because he “loved this present world” (II Tim. 4:10). 

James gives a graphic description of this same driving 
force behind change in the church: 


Where do wars and fights come from among you? 
Do they not come from your desires for pleasure 
that war in your members? You lust and do not 
have. You murder and covet and cannot obtain. 
You fight and war. Yet you do not have because 
you do not ask. You ask and do not receive, be- 
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cause you ask amiss that you may spend it on your 
pleasures (James 4:1-3). 


Disruptions in the church can be the direct result of a few 
members desiring to fan their passions, greed, and lust for 
pleasure (cf., Heb. 11:25-26). The change agents are literally 
and actually engaged in a war with themselves—gripped by 
their own craving for things. 

Jesus identified the lust or desire for things as a thorn 
that will choke the word of God right out of a person (Mark 
4:19). He further characterized this thorn as the “riches and 
pleasures of this life” (Luke 8:14). Paul elaborated further 
on this point. He spoke of those who are “minded to be rich,” 
i.e., those who have financial gain and increased material 
holdings as their eager goal. Such people inevitably fall into 
temptation, a snare, and many foolish and harmful lusts. 
They end up deviating from the faith (I Tim. 6:9-10). 

When a Christian has deep within him the desire to 
increase his own physical well-being—whether by money, 
material possessions, or even sexual gratification—he 
naturally finds it convenient to tamper with doctrine and 
promote change in the church. Godliness, i.e., participation 
in religion, for such a person is merely a means to financial 
gain (1 lim. 6:5). 

The people of Jeremiah’s day strayed from the “old 
paths” (Jer. 6:16) because they were “given to covetousness” 
(Jer. 6:13). The religious leaders (priest and prophet) were 
caught up in the situation and accommodated the peoples’ 
greed with false doctrine. 

This root motivation is reflected generally in the overall 
push for change in the church. But it is seen more specifically 
in concrete form in the revenue generated by the liberal 
sector. Doctrinally loose preachers are preaching for 
numerically large, liberal churches and being paid lucrative 
salaries—$70,000 to $100,000 a year. Such remuneration is 
strong incentive to preach a diluted message. A watered- 
down gospel pleases people and accommodates the desire for 
change in the form of relaxed restrictions. 

The change agents are printing books and other 
literature that generate millions of dollars. They charge 
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expensive fees to attend their seminars and workshops. Singing 
groups charge to perform in concert. Liberal congregations 
construct extravagant, cathedral-like church buildings, 
“family life centers” and gymnasiums that cost millions of 
dollars and reflect worldly lusts of the flesh and eyes. 

Liberals dangerously tend to emphasize image and 
appearance. They want their physical appearance to be 
attractive and well groomed. They want their church 
buildings to be magnificent. They want their clothing to be 
expensive and contemporary. They want their cars to be 
new and sporty. They want their homes to be tastefully 
furnished and immaculate. They want their preachers to 
portray in dress and manner a “with it” image. Some in 
Jesus’ day were likewise consumed and obsessed with image 
(cf., Matt. 23:27). These self-centered tendencies are simply 
appeals to the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the 
pride of life. They deter people from the proper course and 
goal in life. They efface, transform and wreck the church. 

I shall never forget the day I ran across an old Christian 
college classmate whom I hadn’t seen for more than a decade. 
I had been away from Texas doing graduate study in 
Tennessee and Illinois. This classmate was preaching for a 
large, liberal congregation in the Dallas-Fort Worth 
‘metroplex. He heard I had moved into the area and wanted 
to meet for lunch. He came to the church building to pick me 
up and was driving a Mercedes. I thought nothing of it, 
although it’s not usually a preacher who can afford such an 
automobile. But that was not my concern and I consider 
myself in no position to pass judgment on any Christian 
based upon the make of car he chooses to drive. 

He must have been uncomfortable with his choice for 
he felt compelled to offer an unsolicited word of explanation. 
He told me that he had always wanted to see what it would 
feel like to own such a status symbol. His lucrative position 
at the large congregation made that wish come true. He had 
unwittingly revealed his true motivation—a motivation that 
one suspicions may be the goal of those who push for change 
in the church: money, possessions and the lust for things. 
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Chapter 36 


PERMISSIVENESS—F REEDOM 
FRomM RESTRAINT 


le addition to pride, popularity and possessions, we humans 
are subject to a desire to be freed from the dictates of 
higher authority. We tend to want to be free to do whatever 
we choose to do. This attitude ran rampant among the 
babyboomers during the 1960s. Expressions that were 
commonplace at the time included, “Do your own thing” and 
“Let it all hang out.” These simple slogans give profound 
insight into what was really driving 
the forces of change at that time. 
Underneath the stated objectives of 
love, peace and brotherhood was the 
actual motive of self-indulgence and 
freedom from restrictions. We are 
—I Peter 2:16 experiencing a carry over from the 
1960s in the church of the 1990s. 

The Israelites at Mt. Sinai were in the same boat. 
Their unbridled lust, noted in the last chapter, manifested 
itself when they cast aside restraint. Exodus 32:25 says 
they were “naked” (KJV), “broken loose” (ASV), 
“unrestrained” (NKJV), or “out of control” (NASV). The 
“prodigal son” was gripped by this same “party on” mentality. 
He went to the far country to party! Live it up! Let it all 
hang out! There he indulged himself in riotous, loose living— 
totally free and unrestrained in whatever his fleshly appetites 
urged him to do (Luke 15:13). 

Despite all of their high and holy insistence that their . 
actions are divinely approved and the result of a deep desire 
to do Christ’s will and save souls, could it possibly be that 
the agents of change are, in reality, implementing their 


"...a5 free, yet not 
using your liberly as 


a cloak for vice’ 
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agenda of change simply to relieve themselves of Bible 
restrictions? Is it purely coincidental that the liberal 
preachers have been eager and willing to accommodate the 
clamor for “no negative, all positive” preaching? Is it 
completely accidental and unrelated that many voices are 
minimizing strict obedience under the guise of “legalism,” 
“we’re under grace, not law,” and we are “free in Christ”?! 

No, these circumstances are neither coincidental nor 
unrelated. They are calculated and conspiratorial. The change 
agents have breathed in the same currents that have led 
secular society’s psychological profession to view guilt as 
destructive and personal responsibility as “co-dependency.” 
They have embraced the same subjective, self-centered 
rationale that secular society offers for rejecting the plain 
requirements of Scripture and doing whatever they choose 
to do: “God wants me to be happy!” 


Freedom in the Bible 

The Bible speaks of the wonderful freedom that one 
may enjoy in Christ. But biblical freedom is a far cry from 
the release from restriction and restraint touted by the 
antinomian change agents. With sweeping and precise 
terminology in John chapter eight, Jesus articulated the 
sum and substance of what it means to be free in Christ. In 
a context in which He defended the validity of His own 
testimony (John 8:12-59), He declared the only basis upon 
which an individual may be His disciple. To be Christ’s 
disciple, one must “continue” in His word (v 31). That is, one 
must live a life of obedience to the will of Christ. Genuine 
discipleship is gauged by one’s persistence in complying with 
the words of Jesus. 

Freedom in Christ is integrally and inseparably linked 
to this emphasis upon obeying God. While it is ultimately 
‘God and Christ who bestow freedom from condemnation 
upon people, they do so strictly through the medium of the 
written words of inspiration (vs. 32). The “perfect law of 
liberty” (James 1:25) is the law that gives liberty to those 
who are “doers of the word” (James 1:22). These same words 
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will function as judge at the end of time (John 12:47-48). 

It thus becomes extremely essential for people to 
“know the truth” in order for the truth to make them free. 
What does Jesus mean by “the truth?” “The truth” is 
synonymous with (1) the gospel (Gal. 2:14; Col. 1:5-6— 
genitive of apposition or identification), (2) the word (John 
17:17; II Tim. 2:15; Heb. 4:2), (3) the faith (Acts 14:21-22), 
and (4) sound doctrine (I Tim. 1:10-11). In other words, “the 
truth” is the content of the Christian religion. It is the New 
Testament—the doctrine of the one true religion (cf., James 
5:19). 

For a person to “know” the truth, he must both 
understand it and submit himself to it. Christ’s teachings 
must become the supreme law of daily life. The servant 
must both know his master’s will and act in accordance with 
that will (Luke 12:47). 

The freedom which Jesus offers through obedience to 
His truth is noted in His interchange with the Jews over 
slavery. Those who sin (i.e, transgress God’s will—I John 
3:4) are slaves who may be set free only by permitting Christ’s 
words to have free course within them (John 8:34-37). This 
kind of freedom is the only true freedom. Genuine freedom 
is achieved by means of “obedience to righteousness” (Rom. 
6:16). Freedom from sin and spiritual death is possible only 
by obedience to God’s words (vs. 51). 

Nevertheless, these Jews—though they were believers 
(vs. 80-31)}—were unwilling to obey Christ’s will and function 
in a faithful manner as Abraham had (vs. 39). Consequently, 
Jesus labeled them children of the Devil (vs. 44). They were 
not of God because they were unwilling to hear God’s words, 
i.e., comply with them (vs 47). Though they believed, they 
would not obey the truth. “Indignation and wrath” await 
those who will not “obey the truth” (Rom 2:8). 

J. W. McGarvey summarized the interpenetration of 
freedom, obedience, and knowing the truth: 


Freedom consists in conformity to that which, inthe 
realm of intellect, is called truth, and in the realm of 
morality, law. The only way in which we know truth 
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is to obey it, and God’s truth gives freedom from sin 
and death.” 


The Adulterous Woman 

“But what about the woman who was brought to Jesus 
for His assessment of her moral condition? Wasn’t Jesus 
tolerant and forgiving to the extent that He freed her from 
the strict restrictions of Bible law that called for her 
execution? Did He not grant her freedom? And aren’t the 
‘conservatives’ of our day, who oppose the change agents, 
just like the legalistic scribes and Pharisees who accused the 
woman and wanted her handled in strict accordance with 
Mosaic Law?” A careful study of John 8:1-11 yields at least 
three insights that help to clarify the confusion inherent in 
such questions. 

First, Mosaic regulations stated that a person could be 
executed only if there were two or more witnesses to the 
crime (Deut. 19:15). One witness was insufficient to invoke 
the death penalty (Deut. 17:6). The woman in question was 
reportedly caught in the very act, but nothing is said of the 
identity of the witness(es). There may have been only one. 

Second, even if there were two or more witnesses 
present to verify the woman’s sin, the Old Testament was 

‘equally explicit concerning the fact that both the woman 
and the man were to be executed (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:22). 
Where was the man? This trumped up situation obviously 
did not fit the Mosaic preconditions for invoking capital 
punishment. Obedience to the law of Moses in this instance 
actually meant letting the woman go. 

A third consideration which libertines overlook 
concerning this passage is the precise meaning of the phrase 
“let him who is without sin cast the first stone.” If the 
statement is taken as a blanket prohibition against the 
discipline or punishment of the erring, impenitent Christian, 
then this passage flatly contradicts a host of other passages 
(e.g., Rom. 16:17; I Cor. 5; Gal. 6:1; II Thess. 3:6,14; Titus 
3:10; II John 9-11). It is more likely that Jesus is here saying 
what Paul said in Romans 2:1-4—“you who judge practice 
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the same things.” Once a person’s own eyesight is cleared, 
he is then in the appropriate position “to remove the speck 
out of (his) brother’s eye” (Matt 7:5). 

It is the “spiritual” brother or sister who can restore 
the wayward (Gal. 6:1). Jesus knew that the woman’s 
accusers were guilty of the very thing they were wanting to 
“nail” her for. Jesus was able to prick them of their guilt by 
causing them to realize that He knew that they were guilty 
of the very same thing. The Old Law made clear that the 
witnesses to the crime were to cast the first stones (Deut 
17:7). Jesus was striking directly at the fact that these 
witnesses were ineligible to fulfill this role since they were 
guilty of the same sin. 

Jesus was the only person who ever complied with 
Mosaic legislation perfectly. Any interpretation of any passage 
which depicts Jesus as violating God’s law in order to forgive 
or accommodate man is a false interpretation. Any 
interpretation of any passage which contradicts the teaching 
of other clear passages is also false. Jesus was not in this 
instance in sympathy with the permissive mindset of today’s 
change agents who soften doctrine in the name of “freedom.” 


The Corn Field 

“But what about that time when the Pharisees 
reprimanded Jesus’ disciples for picking grain and eating on 
the Sabbath? Wasn’t that incident a clear case of Jesus 
advocating freedom from the ‘letter of the law’ in order to 
keep the ‘spirit of the law’? Wasn’t Jesus sanctioning 
occasional violations of law in order to serve the higher good 
of human need and spiritual freedom?” 

Many, many voices within churches of Christ are 
insisting that Matthew chapter twelve is, indeed, ee 
Christian freedom and its priority over rule keeping. 
Interestingly enough, this same view is promoted by the 
most theologically liberal sources imaginable, from the father - 
of situation ethics to mainline denominationalists.* This sort 
of humanistic inclination constitutes a great threat to the 
stability of the church. It further fosters the shift to emotion, 
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feelings and subjective perception (see Chapter 6). 

When the disciples picked and consumed a few heads 
of grain from a neighbor’s field, they were doing that which 
was perfectly lawful (Deut. 23:25). Working would have been 
a violation of the Sabbath law. If they had pulled out a sickle 
and begun harvesting the corn they would have been violating 
the Sabbath law. However, they were picking strictly for the 
purpose of eating immediately—in complete harmony with 
Mosaic law (“but that which everyone must eat”—Exod. 
i316). 

The Pharisees’ charge that the disciples were doing 
something “not lawful” on the Sabbath was simply an 
erroneous charge! (cf., Matt. 15:2). Jesus countered their 
charge with masterful, penetrating logic. He first called 
attention to the case of David (12:3-4). David clearly violated 
the law in I Samuel chapter twenty-one, yet the Pharisees 
did not condemn him. They condemned the disciples of Jesus 
who were innocent but upheld and revered David who was 
guilty. Their inconsistency exposed their insincerity. 

On the other hand, the priests who work in the temple 
do so on the Sabbath (12:5). Yet they are not guilty of violating 
the Sabbath law because their work is authorized to be 
performed on that day. The Sabbath law did not mean that 
. everyone was to sit down and do nothing. The Law gave the 
right to do several things which did not constitute violation 
of the Sabbath regulation. Examples of such authorization 
included eating, temple service, circumcision (John 7:22,23), 
and extending kindness or assistance to the needy (Deut. 
22:1-4; Matt. 12:10-12; Luke 13:14-16; 16:1-6). 

In addition, Jesus is God (12:6). If He could instruct 
priests to carry on temple service on the Sabbath, He surely 
knew whether His disciples were authorized to eat on the 
Sabbath (in harmony with the law). After all, Jesus is greater 
than the temple wherein authorized service was conducted! 

He then penetrated beneath the surface argument 
which the Pharisees posited by focusing on their hearts (12:7). 
They were not truly interested in obeying God’s law. They 
were masquerading under that pretense (cf., Matt. 15:1-9, 


41] 


23:3). But their problem was not in an attitude of desiring 
meticulous compliance with God’s law. Rather, their zest for 
law-keeping was hypocritical and unaccompanied by 
(1) obedience themselves and (2) concern for others. They 
were more concerned with blasting people than with honest, 
genuine applications of God’s guidelines for the good of 
mankind. 

They had neutralized the true intent of divine 
regulations, making void the word of God (Matt. 15:6). They 
had ignored and skipped over the significant laws which 
enjoined justice, mercy, and faith (Matt. 23:23). Consequently, 
though their attention to legal detail was laudable, their 
misapplication of it as well as their neglect and rejection of 
some aspects of it made them inappropriate and unqualified 
promulgators of it. 

Indeed, they simply did not even understand the 
teaching of Hosea 6:6 and Micah 6:6-8. In both of these Old 
Testament contexts God struck a blow against the mere 
external, ritualistic observance of some laws to the neglect 
of heartfelt, sincere, humble attention to other laws and 
treating people properly. Samuel addressed this same 
attitude shown by Saul: “Has the Lord as great delight in 
burnt offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying the voice of the 
Lord? Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to heed 
than the fat of rams” (I Sam. 15:22). 

If the Pharisees had understood these things, they 
would not have accused the disciples of breaking the law 
when the disciples, in fact, had not done so. They “would not 
have condemned the guiltless” (Matt. 12.7). 

Finally, Jesus again affirmed the accuracy of His 
handling of this whole affair by reaffirming His deity and, 
therefore, His credentials and authoritative credibility for 
making accurate application of the Old Law (12:8). 

Matthew chapter twelve does not teach that Jesus 
sanctions violation of His laws under extenuating 
circumstances. His laws are never optional nor non-binding 
even though man often finds God’s will inconvenient and 
difficult (e.g., John 6:60; Matt. 11:6). The truth of the matter 
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is that if our hearts are receptive to’God’s will, His will is 
“easy” (Matt. 11:30), “not too hard” (Deut. 30:11), and “not 
burdensome” (I John 5:3). If, on the other hand, we resist 
His will and do not want to conform to it, that will is 
“offensive” (Matt. 15:12), “hard,” (John 6:60), “narrow” (Matt. 
7:14), and “crushing” (Matt. 21:44; Jer. 23:29). 

Change agents will continue to invent ways to 
circumvent the intent of Scripture. They will continue to 
“wrest” (II Peter 3:16) and “handle the word of God 
deceitfully” (II Cor. 4:2). But the “honest and good heart” 
(Luke 8:15) will “take heed how (he) hears” (Luke 8:18). The 
good heart will “read...hear...and keep those things which 
are written therein” (Rev. 1:3). 


| Conclusion 

The mindset of today’s change agent is not new. When 
the church was facing similar changes a hundred years ago, 
those pushing for change promoted their agenda in a similar 
fashion. For example, they frequently insisted that those 
who wish to stick closely to Scripture are “hung up” on the 
“letter of the law” instead of being led by the “spirit of the 
law.” On April 3, 1897, J. W. McGarvey responded to this 
“freedom” mentality in an article entitled, “The Letter That 
Killeth”:° 


Just once in the course of his writings Paul 
makes the declaration that “the letter killeth, but 
the spirit giveth life” (II Cor. 3:7); and no remark 
that he ever made has been applied in a greater 
number of unlicensed ways. If a man insists upon 
preserving some ordinance in the very form of its 
original appointment, such an ordinance as baptism 
or the Lord’s Supper, for example, he is accused of 
contending for the letter that killeth, while the 
man who makes the charge, and who changes the 
ordinance, claims that he is following the spirit 
that giveth life. All of that large class of writers 
who make free with the Scriptures while claiming 
to reverence their authority, employ this device to 
excuse their departures from the word of God, while 
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those who remonstrate with them for their license 
are denounced as literalists, or sticklers for the 
letter that killeth. In all these instances it seems 
to be claimed that if you stick close to the ordinance 
as Christ gave it, you will kill somebody. The last 
example that attracted my attention was in 
connection with the number of elders that should 
be appointed in a church. The writer says: “It has 
been thought to be a greater evil to have a 
congregation without a plurality of elders than to 
have an eldership without the requisite 
qualifications;” and he adds: “This is to do violence 
to the spirit of the New Testament in an effort to 
be loyal to its letter.” But which, in this case, is the 
letter, and which is the spirit? To have a plurality 
of elders is certainly the letter of the New 
Testament; that is, it is the literal requirement; 
and the literal requirement also is to have elders 
of prescribed qualifications. Where, then, is the 
spirit as distinguished from the letter? Echo 
answers, Where? The writer was so in the habit of 
using this favorite expression where he wished to 
justify a departure from Scripture precedent that 
he evidently applied it in this instance from pure 
habit and without thought. The watchful reader 
will have seen many examples of the kind. 

But what does Paul mean by the statement 
in question? We have only to glance at the 
connection in which it occurs to see. He says: “God 
made us sufficient as ministers of a new covenant, 
not of the letter, but of the Spirit; for the letter 
killeth, but the Spirit giveth life. But if the 
ministration of death, written and engraven in 
stones, came with glory, so that the children of 
Israel could not steadfastly look upon the face of 
Moses for the glory of his face, which glory was 
passing away; how shall not rather the ministration 
of the Spirit be with glory?” Here it is perfectly 
clear that by the letter that killeth he means the 
law of Moses, which, as he had abundantly argued 
elsewhere, could not give life, but brought under 
condemnation those that were under it; and that 
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by the Spirit he means the new covenant in Christ, 
which alone can give life. Men who are teachers 
in Israel ought to know this, and they ought to 
govern themselves accordingly. They ought to at 
once abandon the habit of perverting by 
misapplication this language of the apostle. 


Part V Summary 

Why? What are the change agents after and what 
motivates those who eagerly follow them? They are simply 
engaged in bolstering their pride, popularity, possessions, 
and permissiveness. I am not presuming to single out any 
one individual and attribute to him any or all of these motives. 
Only God knows human hearts and inner motivations (Matt. 
9:4; 12:25; Mark 2:8; Luke 6:8; 9:47; Rev. 2:23). But God 
instructs us very clearly that when people orchestrate 
changes in doctrinal practice—as change agents in churches 
of Christ are doing—they are motivated by one or more of 
these underlying goals. 

Very few people consciously pinpoint their true motive 
for their actions. We humans tend to attribute most of our 
behavior to high and holy purposes. We typically do not face 
the fact that many of our actions are undertaken out of self- 
interests—pride. Pride is the soil out of which grows the 
‘desire for popularity, possessions and unrestrained freedom. 
Undergirded by these hidden objectives, people throughout 
Bible history have resisted God’s instructions, defiantly 
asserting their own will. 

Agents of change in churches of Christ have aligned 
themselves with the same attitude displayed by Jeremiah’s 
contemporaries. Jeremiah urged them to dispense with their 
inclination to enact their own will and to “stand in the ways 
and see, and ask for the old paths, where the good way is, 
and walk in it; then you will find rest for your souls” (Jer. 
6:16). Their response well reflects the attitude evident in our 
day: “We will not walk in it. ... We will not listen” (Jer. 6:16- 
17). They were filled with pride and its attendant maladies. 

If only the agents of change could be recalled to their 
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senses, somehow stimulated to come to grips with the illicit 
motives that prod them to promote unscriptural change in 
churches of Christ. Hugo McCord said it as well as it can be 
said in a conversation he had some years ago with a young 
preacher who has since gone on to become a prominent 
proponent of change.~ With his extremely penetrating, 
insightful wisdom and uncanny ability to lay bare the real 
essence of a matter, he offered this sage advice to the young 
man as a polar star to guide his religious pursuits: “Young 
man, the Lord can’t use a man that’s full of himself.” 
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Chapter 37 


THE PLAUSIBILITY Or Gop 
AND THE BIBLE 


W: turn now to the antidote to change. How can we get 
out of the mess that change agents have created? How 
can we get people back on track and prepared for eternity? 
The answer is simple: we’ve got to get back to the Bible. 
Specifically, we must recapture the foundational doctrines 
that undergird a successful spiritual 
"...real differences life. We definitely need change! I’m 
all for change! Good change! Change 
: , back in the direction of God and His 
on real differences 7! |) will. Part VI identifies these 
fundamental beliefs | fundamental truths that must be 
about good and evil, | recovered and embraced if we are to 


among men are based 


survive the tidal wave of illicit 
about what : 
fa) change that is sweeping over the 
is highest, church and our country. 
about God. The beginning point for 
—Allan Bloom, recovering our way is an unwavering 


The Closing of the 
American Mind 


belief in the existence of God and 
the inspiration of the Bible. Perhaps 
you are thinking we don’t need to address these two doctrines 
since the change agents already accept them. However, it is 
biblically possible to pay lip service to a belief in a particular 
doctrine without really fully embracing it (e.g., James 2:19). 
American society has received many challenges to belief in 
God and the Bible over the last three decades. Many people 
say they still believe in God and the Bible, but their 
convictions have been significantly weakened. Their 
confidence has been shaken and their certainty undermined. 
The shift to emotion (Chapter 6) has served to eliminate 
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rational assessment of the reality of God and His word. 
Many people vaguely feel God’s existence without possessing 
a genuine and vibrant knowledge of His presence. 

Any hesitation or uncertainty, any doubt, in one’s belief 
in the reality of God and His word will naturally lead to a 
softening or weakening of one’s doctrinal convictions. Hence, 
it is critical that we lay again the foundational doctrines of 
the existence of God and the inspiration of the Bible. 
Christians need to be reminded and shown that we can be 
absolutely certain that God exists. God’s existence is a 
provable fact. The authenticity and inspiration of Scripture 
can also be firmly verified. 


Can We KNOW that God Exists? 

Our world is filled with a multiplicity of belief systems. 
Some people (like the atheist and the humanist) are convinced 
that no Supreme Being exists and that this universe is all 
there is to reality. Others (like the Hindus) believe in many 
gods. Still others (like the Buddhists) believe that every 
creature, from the ant to the human, possesses divinity. All 
of these belief systems share in common the fact that they 
reject the idea of a Supreme Being who is transcendent from 
the universe. They reject the existence of an all-powerful, 
all-knowing Spirit Being who is eternally self-existent. They 
do not believe that God created the material universe out of 
nothing by speaking it into existence in six literal days, 
including the first man and woman from whom all other 
human beings have descended. 

American culture, with its sensitivity to 
multiculturalism and pluralism, is gradually increasing its 
resistance to such fundamental concepts—despite the fact 
that this country was founded upon these views. The 
Declaration of Independence openly speaks of the God of the 
Bible in such phrases as “Nature’s God,” and men are 
“endowed by their Creator,” and “appealing to the Supreme 
Judge of the world,” and “with a firm reliance on the 
Protection of Divine Providence.” The Constitution forbids 
the government from prohibiting the free exercise of 
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religion—which to our founding fathers was the religion of 
the Bible. It was the God of the Bible that they believed in 
and sought to please. 

We are facing perilous times in our history as a nation. 
We need to re-investigate the principles and premises upon 
which our nation was founded lest we bring about the 
dissolution of our nation by forsaking the key to our survival. 
How many of our citizenry honestly subscribe to the words 
of the Pledge of Allegiance: “one nation under God”? How 
many Americans still really believe in the God of the Bible, 
as the song says, the “God of our Fathers”? This confusion 
and disorientation on a national and cultural level is showing 
itself in the church in the form of doctrinal change due to 
relaxed convictions that God is real. Nevertheless, the 
evidence is available to prove the existence of God. 


Cosmological Proof 

The existence of God can be decisively proven on the 
basis of the existence of the universe. The universe is here 
and had to come from somewhere. The universe has not 
always been here and is not eternal. The Laws of 
Thermodynamics prove that the universe is running down 
and thus had to have a beginning. Theories like the “Big 
_ Bang” are unreasonable and do not adequately account for 
the existence of the universe. Such theories simply speak of 
matter being expanded into other forms. But matter had to 
have been created initially “ex nihilo,” out of nothing, by 
some superior, eternal, omnipotent force. There had to have 
been an uncaused First Cause, an Unmoved Mover. The 
existence of the universe is proof positive of the existence of 
a universe maker. The Bible very simply and confidently 
affirms in its opening remarks: “In the beginning, God created 
the heavens and the earth” (Gen. 1:1). 

The story is told that when the famous American 
statesman Benjamin Franklin was U.S. Ambassador to 
France in Paris, he became a member of an elite literary 
social and scientific club. During one of their sessions, 
atheistic sentiments were expressed to the effect that only 
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the superstitious and ignorant still believed in God as the 
creator of the universe. At the next meeting, Franklin brought 
in a beautifully designed, meticulously executed model of 
the sun and our entire solar system. Each planet was properly 
proportioned and positioned in relation to the sun and other 
planets—a masterpiece. One of the sophisticated intellectuals 
asked, “Who made it?” With no trace of a smile, Franklin 
responded, “No one. It just happened.” 


Teleological Proof 

Proof for God’s existence is seen not only in the fact 
that the universe exists but also in the fact that the universe 
exhibits design, order and purpose. The Psalmist recognized 
this logical observation when he said, “The heavens declare 
the glory of God; and the firmament shows His handiwork” 
(Psm. 19:1). He was pointing out the fact that the 
characteristics of design in the universe demonstrate the 
existence of a Designer. 

The Hebrew writer made the same point: “For every 
house is built by someone, but He who built all things is 
God” (Heb. 3:4). If houses cannot just happen, or evolve over 
millions of years, how could worlds? If a watch cannot occur 
by chance, neither can the systematic chronometers of the 
universe. Their geometric precision is so superior to human 
invention that eclipses, planetary movements and other 
astronomical phenomena can be predicted centuries in 
advance. The universe is literally a finely tuned, organized 
machine. 

No wonder the Psalmist wrote: “O Lord, our Lord, how 
excellent is Your name in all the earth, You who set Your 
glory above the heavens! ...When I consider Your heavens, 
the work of Your fingers, the moon and the stars, which You 
have ordained, what is man that You are mindful of him, 
and the son of man that You visit him?” (Psm. 8:1-4). If we 
readily recognize that intelligent planning is behind all 
ordered design, how could nature’s intricate networks have 
no planner? To observe the fantastic design in nature and 
then conclude there is no Supreme Designer is to behave 
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irrationally. The evidence that surrounds us in the material 
universe demands the conclusion that God exists. 

The apostle Paul argued: “For since the creation of the 
world His invisible attributes are clearly seen, being 
understood by the things that are made, even His eternal 
power and Godhead, so that they are without excuse” (Rom. 
1:20). We simply have no excuse for rejecting God when 
we are surrounded by such an overwhelming display of 
wonders and marvels in the created order. 

Do cars just happen? Of course not. A mind lies behind 
the car. Yet, compared to the universe, or compared to the 
human body, or even compared to the inner workings of one 
tree leaf, a car is a crude and primitive mechanism. If the 
creation of a car demands the existence of the remarkable 
human mind, what must be required for the creation of the 
human mind? Obviously, something or someone far 
superior to the human mind would be needed for its 
creation. That someone is the powerful, transcendent God of 
the Bible. 

The Psalmist also stated, “I will praise You, for I am 
fearfully and wonderfully made: marvelous are Your works, 
and that my soul knows very well” (Psm. 139:14). Indeed, 
- the human body itself is sufficient proof of the existence of 
the Divine Creator. Right now, your body is performing 
amazing feats of engineering, chemistry, and physics that 
no machine designed by man can duplicate. Great human 
minds have applied themselves to the task of duplicating 
the various capabilities of the human body. Some incredible 
things have been accomplished in their efforts to copy God’s 
creation, but they simply cannot compare with the marvel of 
God’s design. 

For example, the development of the camera was based 
upon the human eye. Yet, for all we have accomplished with 
video and sophisticated photographic equipment, the living, 
full color optical system of the human eye is unsurpassed. 
You possess a self-restoring, self-repairing healing system; 
a sensitive stereophonic auditory system; tireless muscular- 
connecting tissue systems; a well-engineered skeletal 
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framework; a computerized memory-bank brain; a 
ventilation-insulation skin envelope which constitutes an 
efficient cooling system of two thousand pores per square 
inch of skin. We cannot even begin to convey the massive 
amount of evidence available to us. The evidence for the 
marvelous, creative handiwork of God is simply staggering. 

So the human body is proof of God. Atheism cannot 
explain it. Evolution cannot logically account for it. Scientists 
have yet to fully understand it. The only plausible, rational 
explanation for the existence of human beings on this planet 
is God. The amazing design throughout the universe is proof 
of God. 


Morality Proof 

Another proof for the existence of God is the fact that 
objective moral value exists. If God does not exist, then all 
moral value, all ethics, all views of right and wrong are 
purely subjective. That means morality is merely the 
product of human beings arbitrarily deciding what is right 
and wrong. In the words of the French existentialist 
philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre, if there is no God, everything 
is permitted.! 

A group of human beings may very well come together 
and decide for themselves what standard of morality is going 
to govern them. But they would have to admit such a standard 
would be wholly subjective and not binding upon anyone 
else. One society may outlaw murder while another society 
may legalize murder and no one could be critical of either 
society since no higher power exists by which either standard 
may be objectively assessed. 

This is precisely what happened during World War II. 
When the Nazi genocide was finally brought to an end and 
surviving Nazi leaders were brought to trial at Nuremberg, 
their defense centered on the fact that the rest of the world 
had no right to sit in judgment on their behavior. After all, 
they were merely obeying German law. When the Nazis 
tortured, tormented and exterminated six million Jewish 
men, women and children, they were simply complying with 
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the laws of the land. They argued that the Allies had no 
more right to judge Nazis on the basis of American, British 
or Russian law than the Nazis would have the right to judge 
American citizens or British citizens according to German 
law. Heinrich Himmler specifically insisted to the court 
that the Nazis had the moral right and duty to destroy the 
Jews. 

If no God exists, the Nazis were right. We may not 
agree with their views and behaviors, we may not like 
them, we may not choose to go along with them, but we 
have no objective basis or legitimate platform upon which to 
stand and declare their views to be wrong. They could not 
even be judged objectively guilty on the basis of “international 
law” for two reasons: (1) no such thing as “international law” 
exists (even the United Nations does not represent all nations 
on earth); and (2) even if you could assemble a bona fide, 
official international governing body, what right would they 
have to determine right from wrong for everybody else? Their 
moral distinctions would still be purely subjective and their 
successors could just as easily reverse all of the laws and 
regulations that went before. In the case of the Nazis, a 
future body of lawmakers could declare the Nazis innocent 
- and moral. That determination would be just as correct as 
the previous decision to condemn the Nazis. 

Then upon what basis could the Nazis be legitimately 
judged to be guilty of moral wrong? In his closing address 
at the Nuremberg trials, Supreme Court Justice Robert H. 
Jackson, who served as prosecutor at the trials, made the 
following statement that brings the matter into sharp focus: 
“These men should be tried on this basis, on a higher law, 
a higher law which rises above the provincial and the 
transient.” Jackson was saying that a higher law exists that 
governs all geographical areas and all periods of history. 
That law can only be God’s law. He is the only One who 
transcends all times and places and He is the only One who 
has a right to legislate moral value to all peoples. 

If there is no God, if we are all merely the result of 
evolution—the mechanistic, chance forces of nature—then 
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human life is ultimately of no more value than animal life. 
A cow is just as valuable as a person. You could place on a 
table a rock, a cockroach, a rat, and a human baby and then 
go down the row of items smashing them with a sledge 
hammer. If God does not exist, there would be no ultimate 
difference or significance to your actions. Such activity would 
all come down to personal preference and individual taste, 
mere human subjectivity. 

But the Bible teaches that not only did God create the 
human race, He also gave to us a moral standard by which 
we are to live. Humans are thus in a position to know absolute 
truth—objective right and wrong. If we will order our lives 
according to that divine standard, our society and the church 
will experience well-being, harmony and order. If, on the 
other hand, we choose to reject God’s moral framework and 
make up our own standards and promote flexibility in regard 
to right and wrong, then chaos and crime will escalate and 
ultimately destroy society—which is exactly what we are 
experiencing in American culture. 

You will notice that all those in our country who are 
working feverishly to overthrow the religious and moral fabric 
of American civilization want to live here. They do not want 
to go live in countries and cultures around the world that 
believe in many gods or no gods. They do not want to live 
in a society where crime is rampant and law and order do 
not prevail. Yet they are doing everything they can with 
their atheistic, humanistic philosophy and liberal values to 
destroy the very framework that has made our nation largely 
free from these destructive conditions. Change agents are 
doing the same thing in religious garb. By undermining the 
demands of Scripture in such matters as worship, they are 
ultimately undermining theism and the biblical framework 
as a whole. 


Conscience 
The matter of moral value suggests a fourth proof for 
the existence of God: the conscience. Within every human 
being, a moral sensibility, a capacity for moral distinctions 
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exists. This capacity within human beings is called the 
“conscience.” The conscience is an inner sense or mechanism 
that urges us to act in harmony with our own belief system. 
The conscience does not provide us with the content of our 
belief system. Our values and beliefs come from external 
sources like parents, school, church, reading, etc. Moral 
values, beliefs about right and wrong, are taught. They are 
learned. 

But we all possess within us a conscience—a sense of 

oughtness. If I think a certain behavior is wrong, and I go 
ahead and engage in that behavior, there’s a part of me that 
will feel guilty and thereby call attention to the fact that I 
went against what I believed. Notice that even though human 
beings have conflicting beliefs about what is right and wrong, 
we all possess this innate quality that undergirds our value 
system. C. S. Lewis illustrated this concept by describing a 
situation in which an individual is standing on a river bank 
and notices someone being washed down the river about to 
drown. Two impulses immediately register themselves in 
the bystander: (1) dive in and save the drowning person or 
(2) avoid risking one’s own life. But then a third impulse 
operates within us: a sense of oughtness that tells us that 
_we ought to follow the impulse to help and suppress the 
impulse to avoid danger and run away. That third impulse 
that stands in judgment on the other two impulses is the 
conscience. 

But the conscience is proof of God. Evolution cannot 
account for it. A conscience could not evolve from rocks and 
dirt. A conscience is a spiritual quality that was created and 
placed within us by the Creator (cf., Acts 23:1; I Tim. 4:2). 

Mountains of additional evidence are available to prove 
the existence of the God of the Bible. But these four are 
sufficient: the existence of the universe; the fact that this 
universe manifests design, order and purpose; the existence 
of objective moral value; and the presence of the human 
conscience. If Christians will reenergize their confidence in 
the reality of God, they will be well down the road to escaping 
the deadly effects of illicit change in the church. 
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The Inspiration of the Bible 

The Founding Fathers of America were believers in the 
Bible as the word of God. They would, no doubt, be deeply 
disturbed at the change that has come over our nation and 
our churches. Historically, American society as a whole has 
been characterized by its commitment to the Bible as God’s 
inspired word. Our culture, our educational system, our 
political institutions, and our judicial framework have all 
been profoundly influenced by the Bible as the authentic 
expression of the will of the God of Heaven. 

The Bible’s influence is evident in our founding political 
documents. It is seen in our literature and poetry. It is 
evident in our music and art forms. Our institutions of higher 
learning were founded by those who believed the Bible. In 
fact, Harvard, Princeton, Yale and a host of other ivy league 
universities were established to train preachers! Scholars 
like Allan Bloom, in his bestseller The Closing of the 
American Mind, have documented in convincing fashion 
that the Bible has exerted a profound influence on American 
culture from the very beginning—an influence so extensive 
and so profound that the United States of America has been 
recognized around the world as a “Christian nation.” 

Such is no longer the case. The last forty years have 
brought a cataclysmic shift in our orientation as a people. 
Our intelligentsia in America have largely moved away from 
belief in the Bible. Our state universities no longer base 
instruction on the truth of the Bible. In fact, they have 
become centers of atheistic philosophy, socialism, communism 
and humanism. What a strange situation has developed in 
the land of the Pilgrims! 

Consequently, the Christian religion has taken a beating 
in this country. As culture has shifted away from the 
fundamental tenets and truths of the Bible, so the 
representatives and spokesmen of religious thought have so 
watered down New Testament Christianity that true Bible 
religion has been abandoned. Ecumenicalism is a frantic 
attempt to create an illusion of credibility through pseudo- 
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unity in the midst of confusion and unbelief. Within churches 
of Christ, ecumenicity is the most prominent tool being used 
by the change agents (see Chapter 29). 

The denial of the Bible has brought down upon 
American society a host of social and moral problems which 
have virtually brought the Western world to the brink of 
despair. The retreat from the Bible in our day is the root 
cause of the social chaos and moral breakdown we are 
experiencing. It is also a key cause of the spiritual decline 
in the form of change among churches of Christ. 

God’s word has not been permitted to receive a fair 
hearing among younger generations. They’ve not been given 
an opportunity to hear the evidence that exists to prove the 
Bible’s credibility. Our young people have been sold a bill of 
goods by the Liberal theological currents that have been 
swirling around our country for nearly a century. They have 
been made to feel that people of intelligence, people who are 
informed, no longer believe the Bible to be a literal, errorless 
expression of truth from the God who genuinely exists. Those 
who do believe such a thing are seen as ignorant, close- 
minded, uneducated, unsophisticated oddballs. 

To the unbiased and honest person, the evidence for 
. the credibility of the Bible is overwhelming. Far too many 
of our “scholars” have been infected with the notion that the 
Bible is neither verbally inspired nor inerrant. They do not 
believe the Bible even claims to be inspired as inerrant. 
They ‘consider the Bible to be an expression by imperfect 
human beings of their perceptions of the spiritual realm. 
When this kind of laxness prevails in an institution of higher 
learning, the faith of young people will inevitably be damaged 
and their spiritual stamina seriously weakened.” As a matter 
of fact, the Bible sets forth bold and unmistakeable claims 
to inspiration. 


Bible Claims To Inspiration 
In II Timothy 3:16, Paul claimed, “All Scripture is given 
by inspiration of God.” The Greek term underlying the word 
“inspiration” means “God-breathed.” Paul was affirming that 
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Scripture, specifically the Old Testament, is the product of 
the breath of God. God actually breathed out the Scriptures. 
The Bible is God’s words—not man’s. Three verses later 
(4:2), Paul declared, “Therefore...preach the word...” Why? 
Because it is God’s word. Just as surely as God’s breath 
brought the universe into existence (Psm. 33:6), so the Bible 
is the result of God’s out-breathing. 

In II Peter 1:19-21, Peter alluded to the momentous 
occasion of Christ’s transfiguration when God literally spoke 
from Heaven directly to Peter, James and John. God had 
orally boomed forth His insistence that Jesus is His beloved 
Son and human beings are commanded to hear Him (Matt. 
17:5). Peter then declared, “We also have the prophetic word 
made more sure...knowing this first, that no prophecy of 
Scripture is of any private interpretation.” Peter was saying 
that the Scriptures provided to us by the prophets are just 
as certain and authoritative as the voice of God which spoke 
on the mount of transfiguration. 

He further explained that the prophetic word, meaning 
the whole of the Old Testament Scriptures, did not originate 
in the minds of those who wrote (the meaning of “private 
interpretation”). Scripture did not come from “the will of 
man.” Scripture is not the result of human research or human 
investigation into the nature of things. Scripture is not the 
product of its writer’s own thinking. Then where did Scripture 
come from? Peter claimed, “but holy men of God spoke as 
they were moved by the Holy Spirit.” The word “moved” in 
the original language means “borne” or “brought.” Peter was 
stating that the Holy Spirit, in essence, picked up the writers, 
the prophets, and brought them to the goal of His choosing. 
That means that the Scriptures, though written by means 
of human instrumentality, were so superintended by God 
that the resulting writings are truly God’s. 

This writer is the same Peter who, while awaiting the 
coming of the Spirit in Acts chapter two on Pentecost, stood - 
up among fellow disciples and declared, “Men and brethren, 
this Scripture had to be fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit spoke 
before by the mouth of David concerning Judas” and then he 
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quoted from the Psalms (Acts 1:16ff). Peter believed that the 
Holy Spirit governed what David wrote and the results of 
that writing are designated “Scripture.” 

This same Peter, in I Peter 1:10-12, explained (1) that 
the Old Testament inspired spokesmen did not always 
understand all the information given by God through them; 
(2) it was the Spirit of Christ that was operating upon them; 
(3) this same inspired information was being presented in 
Peter’s day by the apostles; and (4) the same Holy Spirit was 
directing their utterances. That means inspired men had 
their own minds engaged as they produced inspired material, 
but the product was God’s since they didn’t always grasp all 
of the significance of their productions. 

Peter also, in II Peter 3:15-16, referred to “our beloved 
brother Paul” as having “written to you.” He then noted: “as 
also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things, in 
which are some things hard to understand, which those who 
are untaught and unstable twist to their own destruction, as 
they do also the rest of the Scriptures.” Notice that Peter 
made clear that (1) Paul wrote epistles; (2) those epistles are 
classified with “the rest of the Scriptures”’—so Paul’s letters 
are Scripture every bit as much as the Old Testament and 
other New Testament writings; and (3) these writings must 
be authoritative and divine since Peter said to twist them 
is to invite “destruction’—an obvious reference to God’s 
disfavor—the spiritual and eternal harm that results from 
disobeying God’s words. 

In John 10:34-35, Jesus engaged in an interchange 
with some Jews who accused Him of blasphemy. He repelled 
their charge by quoting Psalm 82:6, referring to the passage 
as “law.” He could refer to a Psalm as “law” in the sense that 
the Psalms are part of Scripture. Jesus was thus ascribing 
legal authority to the entire corpus of Scripture. He did the 
same thing in John 15:25. Paul quoted from the Psalms, 
Isaiah and Genesis and referred to each as “the Law” (I Cor. 
14:21; Rom. 3:19; Gal. 4:21). 

After Jesus quoted from a Psalm and called it “law,” 
He added, “and the Scripture cannot be broken.” In so doing, 
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He was equating “law” with “Scripture,” using the terms as 
synonyms. When He declared that “Law,” or “Scripture,” 
“cannot be broken,” He was making the point that it is 
impossible for Scripture to be annulled, for its authority to 
be denied, or its truth to be withstood. Jesus considered 
every part of Scripture, even its most casual phrases, to be 
the authoritative word of God. 

This attitude toward Scripture as an authoritative 
document is also intimated by the customary formula “It is 
written.” For example, when facing Satan, Jesus repelled 
his attacks all three times with a simple “It is written,” 
which was sufficient to establish authoritative credibility 
(Matt. 4:4,7,10). Satan did not even attempt to question the 
authority of Scripture. Instead, he tried to copy Jesus in this 
respect (Matt. 4:6). 

After His resurrection, in Luke 24:44-46, Jesus equated 
the entire Old Testament (i.e., the law of Moses, the prophets 
and the psalms) with “Scripture” and again noted “it is 
written.” He insisted very emphatically that “all things” in 
the Scriptures concerning Himself “must be fulfilled.” Earlier 
in the chapter (verses 25-27), He equated “Moses and all the 
prophets” with “the Scriptures.” 

No wonder Jesus would rebuke His religious challengers 
with such phrases as “Did you never read in the Scriptures?” 
(Matt. 21:42; cf., Mark 12:10); or “You are mistaken, not 
knowing the Scriptures” (Matt. 22:29); or “if you had known 
what this means...” (Matt. 12:7); or “Go and learn what this 
means...” (Mark 9:13). The underlying thought in such 
statements is that God’s truth is found in Scripture and if 
you are ignorant of the Scriptures, you are susceptible to 
error. 

Jesus was therefore affirming that God is the author 
of Scripture. In Matthew 19:4-6, Jesus assigned the words 
of Genesis 2:24 to God as the author. Yet if you go back and 
read Genesis 2:24, no indication is given that God is speaking. - 
Rather, the words are simply narratorial comment written 
by the human author Moses. By attributing the words to 
God, Jesus was making clear that all of Scripture is authored 
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by God. Paul treated the matter in the same way (1 Cor. 
6:16). 

Over and over again, the apostles and writers of the 
New Testament did the same thing that Jesus did—they 
referred to Scripture in such a way that it is clear they 
considered it to be the authoritative, inspired words of God 
(e/g erActs8:303) 14:22 18:28: 26:22: Roms .12:19° .L Cor, 15:3- 
4; I Peter 1:16; James 2:8). Perhaps Acts 17:11 well 
summarizes the prevailing mindset: “...they received the word 
with all readiness, and searched the Scriptures daily to find 
out whether these things were so.” What Scripture says, 
God says. 

Compare Romans 9:17 (“For the Scripture says to 
Pharoah”) and Galatians 3:8 (“And the Scripture...preached 
the gospel to Abraham”). But Scripture did not speak to 
Pharoah and Scripture did not preach the gospel to Abraham. 
Rather, God did. So the word of Scripture is the word of God! 
The inspired writers of the New Testament considered “God” 
and “Scripture” to be so closely linked that they could 
naturally speak of “Scripture” doing what Scripture records 
God as doing. 

It works the other way as well. God is said to say 
certain things which, in their original setting, are merely 
'words of Scripture. For example, Hebrews 3:7 reads, 
“Therefore, as the Holy Spirit says...” and then Psalm 95:7 
is quoted. In Acts 4:25, God is said to have spoken by the 
Holy Spirit through the mouth of David the words of Psalm 
2:1. In Acts 13:34, God is represented as having stated the 
words of Isaiah 55:3 and Psalm 16:10. In each of these cases, 
the words attributed to God are not specifically His words, 
but merely the words of Scripture itself. So the writers of 
the New Testament sometimes referred to the Scriptures as 
if they are God and they sometimes referred to God as if He 
were Scripture. The Bible thus presents itself as the very 
words of God. 

Study carefully Hebrews 1:5-13 where the writer quotes 
from Psalm 2:7; II Samuel 7:14; Deuteronomy 32:43; Psalm 
104:4; Psalm 45:6-7; Psalm 102:25-27; and Psalm 110:1. The 
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Hebrew writer attributes each of these passages to God as 
the speaker. Yet if you go back and examine these passages 
in their original setting in the Old Testament, sometimes 
God is the speaker while sometimes He is not the speaker, 
and is, in fact, being spoken to or spoken about. Why would 
the Hebrew writer indiscriminately assign all of these 
passages to God? Because they all have in common the fact 
that they are the words of Scripture and, as such, are the 
words of God. 

The same is true with Romans 15:9-12 where Paul 
quotes from Psalm 18:49; Deuteronomy 32:43; Psalm 117:1; 
and Isaiah 11:10. The first one he introduces with the formula 
“as it is written;” the second one is introduced by “again he 
says;” the third with simply “again;” and the fourth is prefaced 
with “Isaiah says.” Yet, in the Old Testament setting, only 
the Isaiah passage is specifically God talking, and Paul 
assigns those words to Isaiah. So “it is written,” “he says,” 
and “Isaiah says” are all different ways of saying the same 
thing, i.e., “God says”! 

Sometimes the New Testament writers assigned 
Scripture to its human authors. Yet it is clear that when the 
writers said, “Moses said” or “David said,” such was simply 
another way to say “Scripture says,” which was the same 
thing as saying “God says.” 

The inspiration which the Bible claims for itself is 
“verbal” inspiration. In Galatians 3:16, Paul based his 
argument on a plural noun and insisted that God intended 
the word to be understood in its singular sense. We noticed 
earlier how Jesus staked His argument on the precise verbal 
form of Scripture in John 10:34. He based His point on a 
particular word in Matthew 22:43, on a particular tense in 
Matthew 22:32 and even on the letters and their minute 
strokes in Matthew 5:17-18. In the latter passage, Jesus 
said Exodus 3:6 was spoken to the Sadducees with whom He 
was conversing—even though the original context of Exodus 
3:6 had God speaking to Moses! That proves that Jesus 
expects all people on earth to understand that the Bible is 
written to all of us and is intended to be authoritative for 
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our lives. 

Paul also affirms verbal inspiration in I Corinthians 
chapter two. In verse four he claimed that his speech and 
his preaching were not “words of man’s wisdom.” Rather, his 
words were “in demonstration of the Spirit.” In verse seven, 
he claimed that he and his fellow apostles were speaking the 
wisdom of God. In verse ten, he claimed that the things 
which they had been speaking were revealed to them by God 
through the Holy Spirit. In verse thirteen, he stated it clearly: 
“These things we also speak, not in words which man’s 
wisdom teaches but which the Holy Spirit teaches.” So 
inspiration involves the very words and that makes it verbal 
inspiration. 

Most of the passages we’ve examined thus far are New 
Testament references to the inspiration of the Old Testament. 
Liberal scholars have claimed that the New Testament does 
not make the claim of inspiration for itself. That is not true. 
We've already noticed II Peter 3:16 where Peter classified 
Paul’s epistles as “Scripture” and as carrying such divine 
authority that those who twist them will be destroyed. We’ve 
also noted Peter’s linkage of the apostles with the Old 
Testament prophets in I Peter 1:10-12. And we just examined 
Paul’s comparable claim in I Corinthians chapter two. 

As one reads the New Testament, it is clear that the 
writers made the extension of Old Testament inspiration to 
their own writings. They did not for a moment consider 
themselves—the ministers of the new covenant (2 Cor. 3:6)— 
less in possession of the Spirit of God than the ministers of 
the old covenant. Jesus, without question, declared the 
impending inspiration of the authors of the New Testament. 
In Matthew 5:17-20, and the parallels in Mark 13:11 and 
Luke 12:12, Jesus explained to the apostles that the Holy 
Spirit would direct their verbal activities in terms of both 
how and what they spoke. He reiterated the same thing in 
Luke 21:12-15, urging them not to worry how to defend 
themselves when hauled before the authorities since He 
would provide them with “a mouth and wisdom” which their 
adversaries would not be able to withstand. 
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Then we have the promises given in John chapters 
fourteen, fifteen and sixteen. Allusion to just one of these 
will suffice. In John 16:12-13, Jesus promised the apostles 
the following: “I still have many things to say to you, but you 
cannot bear them now. However, when He, the Spirit of 
truth, has come, He will guide you into all truth; for he will 
not speak on His own authority, but whatever He hears He 
will speak; and He will tell you things to come.” In Acts 1:5, 
Jesus promised to the apostles the impending baptism of the 
Holy Spirit which, according to verse eight, would enable 
them to be Christ’s witnesses throughout the world. This 
promise commenced its fulfillment in Acts chapter two when 
the apostles were baptized with the Holy Spirit and 
empowered to preach the message God wanted preached. 

Numerous passages indicate the fulfillment of these 
promises to the apostles to the extent that the words which 
they spoke were God’s words (Acts 4:8,31; 5:32; 15:8,27-28; 
16:6-8). We’ve already alluded to I Corinthians chapter 2 
where Paul claimed direct guidance of the Holy Spirit for 
the words which he spoke. He does the same thing in 
Galatians 1:12. In Ephesians 3:1-5, he claimed that his 
message was made known unto him by revelation along 
with the other apostles and prophets. Other passages reflect 
the same point (I Tim. 4:1; Gal. 2:2; II Cor. 12:7; I Thess. 
2:13): 

A good summary of Paul’s claims to inspiration is seen 
in I Corinthians 14:37—“If anyone thinks himself to be a 
prophet or spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things 
which I write to you are the commandments of the Lord.” 
His inspiration extended to both his oral utterances as well 
as his writings (II Thess. 2:15; 3:6,14; cf., I Thess. 4:2,15; 
Gal. 1:7-8). In I Timothy 5:8, Paul quoted Luke 10:7 and 
referred to it as “Scripture.” So the gospel of Luke was 
already available and classified with the inspired canon of 
Scripture. 

One can easily see that the Bible claims for itself the 
status of “inspiration’—having been breathed out by God 
Himself. That inspiration entails such superintendence by 
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God that even the words have come under His influence. 
Christians who remain uninfected by liberal theology and 
the propensity to change unhesitatingly affirm that the Bible 
is “verbally inspired.” We are not implying that the writers 
were mere robots who took “dictation.” Rather, the Bible 
indicates that God adapted His inspiring activity to the 
individual temperament, vocabulary, and stylistic 
idiosyncrasies of each writer. 

We also affirm that the Bible is “infallible” in that it 
is incapable of deceiving or misleading. It is therefore 
completely trustworthy and reliable. “Plenary” inspiration 
means that inspiration extends to all of its parts. Thus the 
Bible is fully inspired. 

The Bible is also “inerrant,” which means that it is free 
of error. God used human beings to write the Bible, and in 
so doing, allowed them to leave their mark upon it, but 
without making any of the mistakes that human writings 
are prone to make. God made certain that the words produced 
by the human writers were free from the errors and mistakes 
characteristic of uninspired writers. This influence even 
extended to matters of science, geography and history. 


Bible Proofs of Inspiration 

Any book can claim to be inspired. What proof exists 
to demonstrate that the Bible claim to inspiration is true? 
The reader is invited to consider the following brief analysis 
of some of the objective, independent evidence that exists to 
prove that the Bible is what it claims to be: the infallible, 
plenary, inerrant, verbally inspired word of God. 

One obvious proof of inspiration is the fact that the 
Bible does not contradict itself. No genuine error or 
discrepancy has ever been sustained, though critics have 
tried for centuries. The fact that the Bible is errorless proves 
its divine origin and places it in a class by itself—since all 
written productions of mere humans have errors. 

A second proof for the Bible’s integrity is its stunning, 
uncanny accuracy in historical and geographical details. 
Human history books have always required correcting and 
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updating. Not so with the Bible. Critics once scoffed at the 
Bible’s allusion to the Hittites since no known historical 
sources made any reference to such a people (e.g., Gen. 
23:10; 26:34). But suddenly, the archaeologist’s spade 
uncovered at ancient Boghazkoy in modern Turkey an entire 
Hittite civilization! The Bible was right while its critics were 
wrong. 

In the late 1800s, Sir William Ramsey was a scholar 
who was skeptical of the authenticity of the book of Acts. He 
set out upon an archaeological expedition in Asia Minor 
with the specific purpose of disproving the historicity and 
accuracy of Luke’s narrative. After years of research and 
exploration, Ramsey was forced to conclude that Acts was 
historically accurate. In Acts, Luke refers to thirty-two 
countries, fifty-four cities, and nine Mediterranean islands. 
He refers to ninety-five persons, sixty-two of whom are not 
named elsewhere in the New Testament. Every single 
allusion, where checkable, has been shown to be absolutely 
accurate. As just one example, when Luke mentions in Acts 
13:7 that Sergius Paulus was a “proconsul” in Cyprus, 
scholars were certain the Bible had to be wrong since Cyprus 
was an imperial province and the proper title for its ruler 
would be “propraetor.” But then it was discovered that by 
Paul’s day it had become a senatorial province and Luke’s 
title was absolutely correct. 

Another sample of the Bible’s historical accuracy is 
seen in Isaiah 20:1 where Sargon is mentioned as king of 
Assyria. Critics like Eichhorn, Grotius and Michaelis assailed 
the Bible as inaccurate and insisted that another Assyrian 
king was being referred to. But then, in 1843, Paul Emil 
Botta, French Consul at Mosul in modern Iraq, in 
archaeological excavations on the east bank of the Tigris 
River, fourteen miles northeast of ancient Nineveh, 
discovered Khorsabad—the site of an elaborate, magnificent 
palace constructed by Sargon II in 706 B.C. The palace 
covered an area of twenty-five acres—a space larger than 
many contemporary cities in Palestine today. Instances of 
the Bible’s historical accuracy could be multiplied many 
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times over. 

Another proof of the Bible’s inspiration is its element 
of predictive prophecy. Astrologers, psychics, fortune tellers, 
and self-proclaimed prophets in our day are vague and possess 
only a degree of accuracy. They are no more gifted than 
sports prognosticators who simply make educated guesses 
and miss their predictions as often as they are correct. But 
the inspired prophets of the Bible were 100% correct. Their 
prophecies are literally filled with minute detail and their 
predictions often pertain to events separated from themselves 
by hundreds of years! 

For example, in II Kings 18:13, we are told that 
Sennacherib, the king of Assyria, came up against the fortified 
cities of Judah and took them. Assyrian records corroborate 
this fact and indicate that forty-six cities were captured. 
However, it was prophesied that Sennacherib’s forces would 
be unable to take the city of Jerusalem in II Kings 19:32- 
34. Sure enough, Sennacherib’s military came to Jerusalem 
and his annals brag that he shut up Judah’s king, Hezekiah, 
“like a bird in a cage.” But for some unexplained reason, the 
city was never taken! Why? Assyrian records do not say. 
But the Bible explains in II Kings 19:35ff that God intervened 
and destroyed 185,000 Assyrian soldiers in one night! The 
Bible further foretold that Sennacherib would return to his 
own land and there fall by the sword (II Kings 19:7). Some 
twenty years later, he was assassinated by his own sons, 
who put him to the sword while he was worshipping in his 
pagan temple (Isa. 37:37-38). 

In addition to the hundreds of prophecies throughout 
the Bible that relate to individual people, events and entire 
nations, the Bible contains more than three hundred 
Messianic prophecies, i.e., predictions pertaining specifically 
to the person of Jesus Christ. With uncanny precision, Bible 
writers predicted in minute detail the events of Jesus’ earthly 
life hundreds of years before they occurred. For example, it 
was predicted more than a thousand years before it happened 
that Jesus would be descended from Abraham (Gen. 22:18; 
Luke 3:34), through the tribe of Judah (Gen. 49:10; Heb. 
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7:14), through the royal family of David (II Sam. 7:12; Luke 
1:32), from the virgin Mary (Isa. 7:14; Matt. 1:22). It all 
happened as predicted. 

Christ was to appear during the time of the Roman 
empire (Dan. 2:44; Luke 2:1), while Judah still had her own 
king (Gen. 49:10; Matt. 2:22). He would be betrayed by a 
friend (Psm. 41:9) for thirty pieces of silver (Zech. 11:12) and 
that’s the way it happened (John 13:18; Matt. 26:15). He 
would be spit upon and beaten (Isa. 50:6) and his hands and 
feet would be pierced in death (Psm. 22:16)—which is 
precisely what occurred (Matt. 27:30; Luke 24:39). Even 
though he would be killed, it was also predicted that His 
physical body would not decay since He would be raised 
from the dead (Psm. 16:10; Acts 2:22ff). These incredible 
details simply could not have been anticipated without direct 
assistance from God. 

Still another evidence of the inspiration of the Bible is 
its fantastic foreknowledge of scientific truth. The writers of 
the Bible simply do not make the scientific blunders that 
their contemporaries make. In Job 26:7, how did Job know 
that God suspended the earth upon nothing? Men throughout 
antiquity thought the earth was held up by Atlas, or perhaps 
by four elephants standing on a giant turtle. 

How did Moses (Gen. 15:5) and Jeremiah (33:22) know 
that the stars are literally innumerable—like the grains of 
sand on the seashore? The astronomers for most of the world’s 
history came up with figures ranging from the hundreds to 
about a thousand (Hipparchus—150 B.C.—1,026 stars; 
Ptolemy—150 A.D.—1,056 stars; Kepler—1600 A.D.—1,005 
stars). All of these men lived prior to the invention of the 
telescope and so relied upon human eyesight. Astronomers 
now know that there are billions of stars and the counting 
continues. How could the writers of the Bible have known 
the number of stars to be innumerable? 

Bible critics have scoffed at Psalm 19:6 as an example > 
of geocentricity, i.e., the belief that the sun revolves around 
the earth. The passage says of the sun—“his going forth is 
from the end of the heaven, and his circuit unto the ends of 
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it.” But it has only recently been discovered that the sun is, 
in fact, moving through space. It is estimated to be moving 
through space at approximately 600,000 miles per hour, in 
an orbit so large it would take approximately two hundred 
million years to complete just one orbit! How did the Psalmist 
know the sun was moving—except his writing was guided 
by God? 

Then there is the discovery of oceanic circulation by 
Matthew Fontaine Maury who launched his research after 
encountering Psalm 8:8 which speaks of the “paths of the 
sea.” He is recognized today as the father of oceanography 
and the book he wrote is still a classic text in the field. 

The Bible spoke of the “springs of the sea” and the 
“recesses of the deep” in Job 38:16. It was not until the 
1800s, when technology had made sufficient progress, that 
scientists began discovering incredible recesses on the ocean 
floor. In 1873, a team of British scientists, initiating deep- 
sea exploration, found a trench on the floor of the Pacific 
Ocean that is over five miles deep. In 1960, the bathyscaph 
“Trieste” reached the bottom of the Mariana Trench at 35,800 
feet—more than six miles deep! How did the writer of Job 
know the ocean possessed recesses? 

In the field of physics, both the First and Second Laws 
of Thermodynamics are alluded to in the Bible. The First 
Law states that matter is neither being created nor destroyed, 
which is what the Bible affirms in Genesis 2:1 when it says 
that God “finished” His creative activity, i.e., completed it 
once and for all. The Second Law of Thermodynamics (or the 
Law of Entropy) states that the universe is running down 
and energy is being converted into less usable forms. But 
passages like Isaiah 51:6; Psalm 102:26 and Hebrews 1:11 
long ago indicated that the earth and the heavens are wearing 
out and liken the process to clothing that wears out. These 
two laws have been only recently recognized by the scientific 
community. Yet the writers of the Bible knew these things 
long ago. 

In the field of medicine, the Bible long ago affirmed 
that the “life of the flesh is in the blood” (Lev. 17:11-14). Yet, 
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for centuries, the medical world has practiced “blood-letting” 
on the theory that ailments and sickness are the result of 
“humors” in the blood. As our first president, George 
Washington, was facing death, the doctors attending to him 
contributed to his depleted condition by removing a portion 
of the quantity of his blood. Of course, we now know that the 
blood is the key to life and we give blood transfusions and 
take several measures to bolster the condition of the blood. 
How did Moses know that the blood is the central key to 
life? 

Another fascinating medical fact associated with the 
Bible is the repeated reference to circumcision and the 
insistence by God that the procedure be done on the eighth 
day (e.g., Gen. 17:12; Lev. 12:3). Why the eighth day? In 
1935, professor H. Dam proposed the name “Vitamin K” for 
the factor in foods which helped prevent hemorrhaging in 
baby chicks. We now know Vitamin K is responsible for the 
production of prothrombin by the liver. If Vitamin K is 
deficient, there will be a prothrombin deficiency and 
hemorrhaging may occur. Here’s where it gets interesting. 
Vitamin K begins to be produced in the newborn male only 
on the fifth through the seventh day of life. And it is only 
on the eighth day that the percent of prothrombin climbs 
above 100%. The only day in the entire life of the newborn 
that the bloodclotting element prothrombin is above 100% is 
day eight! The eighth day is therefore the best day to perform 
circumcision. How did Moses know this? 

Next contemplate the incredible unity of the Scriptures. 
The Bible is actually a compilation of sixty-six books written 
by some forty different people spanning 1600 years (from 
1500 B.C. to 100 A.D.). 

Yet another fascinating piece of evidence exhibited by 
the Bible is the fact that the human writers were permitted 
to imprint the text with their own natural style. 
Nevertheless, the Holy Spirit—being the ultimate author of 
the entire Bible—left His imprint evident from a number of 
stylistic commonalities. 

There’s the fact that the writers report the behavior 
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and activities of their characters without expressing approval 
or disapproval or engaging in character analysis so typical 
of human historians. 

There’s the fact of unparalleled impartiality on the 
part of the inspired writers. They divulge the sins of 
themselves and their friends as forthrightly as they do their 
enemies. For example, Peter’s denial of Christ is presented 
as simply as the cruelty and hatred of the Jewish hierarchy. 

A third stylistic quality is the amazing calmness with 
which events are reported. They record the most 
earthshaking, exciting event with the same dispassionate 
manner that they tell of a triviality. The suffering and death 
of Jesus is set forth with the same objective detachment that 
they use in noting Jesus taking a seat on a fishing boat to 
address a crowd. It’s as if the writers were functioning under 
the restraint of a supernatural power that kept them from 
giving natural vent to the intense feelings and emotions 
that would have been burning within them. It’s as if they 
were elevated above their normal human inclinations. 

And what about the uncanny brevity of the Bible? In 
both the Old and New Testaments, Bible books are incredibly 
brief—totally unlike the average human author. For example, 
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John bore the awesome 
responsibility of reporting to the world for all ages the 
momentous events surrounding the life of the Son of God. 
John even admitted that there were so many activities in 
Jesus’ life that “if they should be written every one, I suppose 
that even the world itself could not contain the books that 
should be written” (John 21:25). Luke wrote Acts and in so 
doing preserved for all time the first thirty years of the 
history of the church and the spread of Christianity. With 
such cataclysmic, earthshaking subject matter, how did these 
authors produce such succinct, condensed, concise histories 
consisting of only a few pages? The answer: the superhuman, 
overruling power and influence of the Holy Spirit was with 
them. 

Their brevity is especially apparent in their reporting 
of specific incidents. The baptism of Jesus is told in twelve 
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lines by Matthew and in six lines by Mark and Luke. Of the 
twelve post-resurrection appearances of Jesus, two are noted 
by Matthew, three each by Mark and Luke, and four by 
John. In Acts, the death of the apostle James, which must 
have been a tremendous blow to the early church on the 
order of the assassination of Kennedy to Americans, is noted 
with eleven words. Entire volumes have been written on the 
death of JFK. 

These observations lead to another wondrous attribute 
of the Bible: the omissions that are made by the writers. 
What sort of an author, in telling of Jesus the Son of God, 
would omit the first thirty years of his life—as Mark and 
John do? Matthew and Luke report only His birth and a 
single event which occurred at the age of twelve before moving 
on to His thirtieth year. Acts is almost totally silent on the 
activities of ten of the apostles. Paul’s activities are described 
and yet many of the most exciting events in his labors are 
omitted in Acts and only mentioned in passing by Paul in 
II Corinthians chapter twelve. Why would a mere human 
author give us a detailed account of Paul’s voyage to Rome— 
and then omit the trial before Nero, the Caesar over all the 
Roman Empire? These remarkable omissions are explicable 
only on the grounds that the authors were constrained by a 
higher power. 

A final stylistic attribute of the Bible is the air of 
infallibility which the writers assume. They address themes 
that have baffled the greatest minds of human history, such 
as the nature of God, eternality, the nature and purpose of 
human existence, the source and meaning of human suffering, 
the afterlife, the future of the earth, the final destiny of 
man. Yet, the writers do not offer speculation; they speak 
with unhesitating, matter-of-fact confidence and admit no 
possibility of mistake. They are the most arrogant, conniving 
deceivers (next to Jesus Himself)—IF they were not inspired. 


Conclusion ; 
These proofs are but a small portion of the voluminous 
evidence that exists to substantiate and verify the existence 
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of God and the authenticity of the Bible as the inspired word 
of God. If you will acquaint yourself with the proof, you will 
be absolutely thrilled and energized. You will see that the 
truth of the Bible is so overwhelmingly established, that you 
will want to devote your life to getting others to accept its 
truth and commit their lives to Jesus Christ as the Sovereign 
Lord of the universe. You will also be motivated to resist the 
current efforts to change the church. 

The Bible is unlike any other book on the face of the 
earth. Indeed, the Bible is the one and only authentic 
expression of the God of Heaven. The Bible is our only reliable 
guide in life. It is the only source of divine information in 
the world. Every person in the world can know that the 
Bible is the word of God, just as every person can know that 
God exists. 

Some, perhaps many, Christians are falling prey to the 
agents of change with their relaxed doctrinal viewpoints. 
But the various ingredients of the antidote are readily 
available to all who will avail themselves of the cure. The 
evidence is available to convince fully the honest hearted 
person that God exists and that the Bible is His authoritative 
word. Being completely convinced of these two truths will 
exert a profound impact upon the mind and help to insulate 
the individual from the deadly influence of change currently 
plaguing the church. 


Endnotes 
1 Taken from “Existentialism and Humanism” in Leonard 
M. Marsak, ed., French Philosophers From Descarte to Sartre 
(Meridian Books, 1961), p. 485. 


2 Nuremberg Document 1,919-PS. 


3 One can hardly believe that relaxed views of inerrancy and 
inspiration have infiltrated schools and spokesmen affiliated with 
churches of Christ. But it has, in fact, happened. E.g., Joel Williams, 
“Inerrancy, Inspiration, and Dictation,” Restoration Quarterly 
37/3 (8rd Quarter, 1995); Carroll D. Osburn, The Peaceable 
Kingdom (Abilene, TX: Restoration Perspectives, 1993), pp. 57ff; 
Lynn Anderson, Freshness for the Far Journey (Abilene, TX: 
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Abilene Christian University Press, 1992), pp. 75ff. 


4 For further excellent material that substantiates the existence 
of God in public debate with a renowned atheist, see Thomas B. 
Warren, The Warren-Flew Debate (Jonesboro, AR: National 
Christian Press, 1977). 
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Chapter 38 


THE Priority Or TRUTH 


n August, 1984, a member of the Lord’s church publicly 
defended God’s truth on the nationwide Phil Donahue 
show by quoting Scripture after Scripture to substantiate 
the fact that the church had followed the proper, biblical 
course of action in disciplining a wayward member. His 


persistent appeal to the Bible 
“Dnd you shall seemed to antagonize and irritate 
know the truth, 


many members of the audience. 

Their sentiments are summarized 

and the truth in the words of one woman who 

stood and, as Mr. Donahue held the 

microphone for her, stated with 

you free. c apparent frustration and 

—Jesus Christ exasperation: “From being here 

today I just feel that you people are 

blinded by the Bible. They don’t see anything else but the 
Bible!” 

Unwittingly, this individual paid a tremendous tribute 
to churches of Christ. It was apparent to the audience that 
members of the Lord’s church are so obsessed with God’s 
word and so preoccupied with ascertaining biblical authority 
for every action, that we simply can’t see anything else! We 
are blinded—not by human reasoning, not by legal or judicial 
consequences, nor current societal consensus—but by the 
Bible! 

Tragically, the change agents are those who have 
regained their sight. Rather than saturating their minds 

and the minds of their hearers with God’s words, they have 
become enamored with novel programs and methods, new 
doctrines and philosophies. They have abandoned the biblical 
approach in which God’s words are set forth as preeminent. 
Where once minds were so absorbed with Bible that the 


shall make 
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mouth could hardly be opened without Scripture being 
quoted, now preachers and members pay mere lip service to 
Scripture and the need to do things “biblically,” when in 
reality their religious education is rooted in books, writings, 
and teachings that have come from modern psychology, 
sociology, and denominational theology. 

Somewhere along the line, the church strayed away 
from clear, straightforward preaching and teaching that 
produced a people rooted and grounded in the Bible (Chapter 
19). In exchange, the “I’m Okay, You’re Okay” attitude 
prevails. Pulpits have become platforms for a sort of religious 
cheerleading that steers clear of anything that even remotely 
hints of negativity. First century Christians offended many 
by their message (Matt. 15:12; John 6:60-61) and brought 
down upon themselves verbal and physical abuse (Acts 28:22). 

But the change agents are characterized by a non- 
confrontational, non-offensive, “smooth it over” pseudo- 
sophistication. Their feigned “joy” mistakes absence of conflict 
for true peace, all the while cloaking itself under the guise 
of being “mature,” “spiritual,” “loving,” and deeply concerned 
for souls (Matt. 23:15). No longer “blinded by the Bible,” 
their ability to see is akin to those who “seeing, they do not 
see” since spiritually “their eyes they have closed” (Matt. 
119215); 

The change agents have supplanted truth and correct 
doctrine with union as the ultimate objective. They are 
more concerned with promoting togetherness and fellowship 
than they are with obeying God by conforming to the dictates 
of truth. Their obsession with peace and harmony resembles 
those of Jeremiah’s day who cried, “Peace, peace!” when 
there was no peace (Jer. 6:14). Why was no peace to be had? 
For the simple reason that they had rejected the truth. 
They were majoring in promoting superficial harmony and 
surface acceptance. God was not impressed. He pronounced 
judgment upon them. 


Conclusion 
Jesus still says, “you shall know the truth, and the 
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truth shall make you free” (John 8:32). Paul still insists 
that we must “receive the love of the truth” (II Thess. 2:10). 
God still wants us to be “valiant for the truth” (Jer. 9:3), 
“speaking the truth in love” (Eph. 4:15). The antidote to this 
terrible sickness of change must include a return to the 
priority of truth. Truth must take precedence over everything 
else—unity, peace, harmony, warm feelings of togetherness, 
and fellowship. 

We must recapture the passion that the Psalmist had 
for the words, laws, statutes, ordinances, and regulations of 
God, who recognized that God’s law is truth (Psm. 119:142). 
We must join our voices with his and exclaim, “Oh, how I 
love Your law!” (Psm. 119:97). We must return to a healthy 
preoccupation with Scripture. Only out of a serious 
commitment to truth can we achieve the unity that God 
wants us to have. Only out of a deep and abiding loyalty to 
truth can we secure peace and fellowship with each other 
and with God. It is time for us to open our eyes and once 
again become “blinded by the Bible.” 


Endnotes 


1 Donahue Transcript #09284, (Cincinnati, OH: Multimedia 
Entertainment, Inc., 1984), p. 20. 
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Chapter 39 


THE PurPOSE OF EXISTENCE 


AND THE PERSON OF CHRIST 


6 a we have grasped fully the reality of God, the 
certainty of His written word, and the priority of truth 
in directing human behavior, we must come to grips with 
the central purpose of human existence. Why are we alive? 
Why do we exist? Why are we here 
on this planet? “this is the 

Most of the over five billion 
people on earth would be unable to 
provide the definitive answer to this 
question. Most people are wandering aimlessly through a 
maze of conflicting, confusing motivations and objectives. 
Most have immediate goals that they are frantically 
attempting to achieve: securing food; amassing wealth; 
pursuing a career; making friends; getting married; having 
children. These goals serve to define temporarily a slice of 
a person’s existence, providing momentary cohesion to life 
until the next immediate goal comes into view. 

In this way, the vast majority of the human race 
operates on a daily basis unable to “see the forest for the 
trees.” Most people never discover the broader perspective 
that enables them to scan the horizon of human existence 
with the breadth and depth available from the Bible. Most 
people live day to day, year to year, with perhaps a few 
vague intentions in mind before life comes to an end. But 
the immediate concerns of coping with life on a daily basis 
crowd out any broader or higher sense of the meaning of life. 

Within churches of Christ, the flurry of excitement 
generated by the scramble for the sensational and the faddish, 
the pursuit in religion of the momentary, that which gratifies, 


whole of man 
— Solomon 
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that which changes, has facilitated a loss of perspective. The 
shift to emotion (Chapter 6) and the preoccupation with 
pleasing self (Part V) have seriously obscured awareness of 
spiritual reality. Those caught up in the process of change 
are unable to see the foundational premise of human 
existence—what life is all about. 

One day, a scribe asked Jesus a question: “Which is the 
first commandment of all?” He responded by quoting 
Deuteronomy 6:5 which required people to love Ged with 
their entire being. He then added Leviticus 19:18 to His 
answer which required people to love their fellowman. He 
concluded that no other commandment is greater than these 
and that on these two commands hang all the Law and the 
Prophets (Mark 12:28-31; Matt. 22:36-40). What a striking 
moment! To have the Son of God, who co-authored the Old 
Testament, to summarize its entirety, to capsule Old 
Testament religion into one command! One might expect 
Him to point to one of the Ten Commandments. But He did 
not. He cut through all the regulations and responsibilities 
of mankind to pinpoint the number one concern, the ultimate 
task of every human being: lovingly to obey God. 

Moses offered the same summary to the people of his 
day: 

And now, Israel, what does the Lord your God 
require of you, but to fear the Lord your God, to 
walk in all His ways and to love Him, to serve the 
Lord your God with all your heart and with all 
your soul, and to keep the commandments of the 
Lord and His statutes which I command you today 
for your good? (Deut. 10:12-13). 


This same call to heartfelt obedience was reiterated by Moses 
over and over again to the people: “See, I have set before you 
today life and good, death and evil, in that I command you 
today to love the Lord your God, to walk in His ways, and 
to keep His commandments, His statutes, and His 
judgments...” (Deut. 30:15-16). After urging the people to set 
their hearts on all of God’s words and to command their 
children to be careful to observe all the words of God’s law, 
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he added: “For it is not a futile thing for you, because it is 
your life” (Deut. 32:46-47). 

This burning focus upon strict loving obedience to God’s 
rules is repeatedly shown to take precedence even over sincere 
human attempts to be religious and worshipful toward God— 
when those attempts are not conformed to divine 
specifications. When Saul held up the noble purpose of 
sacrifice offered to God as justification for adjusting God’s 
instructions, Samuel pronounced judgment sentence upon 
him with these solemn words—words that ring down the 
corridors of time to our day: “Has the Lord as great delight 
in burnt offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying the voice of 
the Lord? Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to 
heed than the fat of rams” (I Sam. 15:22). 

When Uzzah attempted to steady the ark of the 
covenant to prevent it from toppling, God struck him dead 
though he stood beside the mercy seat—the focal point of 
forgiveness under the Mosaic economy (II Sam. 6:7). Why? 
What was more important to God than even good intentions? 
David articulated the answer: “...the Lord our God broke out 
against us, because we did not consult Him about the proper 
order” (I Chron. 15:13). (The liberal element in the church 
today does not even think there is a “proper order”)! When 
King Uzziah entered the temple to burn incense to God, he 
lost His place of honor with God and was struck with leprosy. 
Why? I mean, at least he was involving himself in religious 
ritual—worship to God. Why would God not be pleased? 
Because he did not obey according to the rules (II Chron. 
26:16-19). 

The Old Testament prophets emphasized the same 
crucial concept. Micah worded it this way: “He has shown 
you, O man, what is good; and what does the Lord require 
of you but to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk humbly 
with your God (Micah 6:8). Jeremiah summarized God’s 
perspective from the very beginning of His relationship with 
the nation of Israel: “But this is what I commanded them, 
saying, ‘Obey My voice, and I will be your God, and you shall 
be My people. And walk in all the ways that I have 
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commanded you, that it may be well with you” (Jer. 7:23). 
Habakkuk put it this way: “the just shall live by his faith” 
(Hab. 2:4). That is, the righteous person is one who lives, 
functions, and survives by being faithfully and lovingly 
obedient to God. Amos worded it even more succinctly: “For 
thus says the Lord to the house of Israel: ‘Seek Me and live” 
(Amos 5:4). 

With the arrival of the New Testament, this stress 
upon obedience remained the same. Jesus said, “If you love 
Me, keep My commandments” and “You are My friends if 
you do whatever I command you” (John 14:15; 15:14). After 
all, Jesus Himself described His role and purpose on this 
earth to be one of complete submission and total obedience 
to God. He said, “For I have come down from heaven, not 
to do My own will, but the will of Him who sent Me’; “...for 
I always do those things that please Him”; “I have finished 
the work which You have given Me to do” (John 6:38; 8:29; 
17:4). The Hebrew writer summarized, Jesus’ earthly 
existence: “...though He was a Son, yet He learned obedience 
by the things which He suffered. And having been perfected, 
He became the author of eternal salvation to all who obey 
Him” (Heb. 5:8-9). 

Peter summarized the only avenue through which God’s 
favor might be secured: “...1n every nation whoever fears 
Him and works righteousness is accepted by Him” (Acts 
10:35). Paul distinguished between the only two approaches 
in life: sin that results in death or obedience that results in 
righteousness (Rom. 6:16; cf., 2:6-10). No wonder Peter 
declared in sweeping fashion that the human soul is purified 
by “obeying the truth” (I Peter 1:22). And no wonder Paul 
warned that eternal vengeance will be inflicted against “those 
who do not obey the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ” (II 
Thess. 1:8). 

The primacy of obedience is further seen in the biblical 
allusion to “glorifying” God. To “glorify” means to show honor 
or respect. Showing honor or respect to God, by definition, 
means to conform precisely to His directions. That’s why 
Jesus said He had glorified God on the earth (John 17:4). He 
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had done everything God told Him to do. When Paul 
cautioned Corinthian Christians against using their bodies 
for sexual sin, he gave as his rationale, “for you were bought 
at a price; therefore glorify God in your body” (I Cor. 6:20). 
In other words, use your body for its intended purpose—to 
obey God. The formula “to God be the glory” means let 
everything in life be focused on pleasing Him (Rom. 11:36; 
16:27; Eph. 3:21). Peter gave as the ultimate objective of 
Christian ministry, “...that in all things God may be glorified 
through Jesus Christ” (I Peter 4:11). When we refrain from 
disobedience and, in living the Christian life, become the 
objects of suffering, we are to “glorify God” (I Peter 4:16; cf., 
2:9-12). 

“But isn’t all this emphasis on obedience rather 
negative, restrictive, legalistic and spiritually stifling?” True, 
we humans do not generally regard rules and regulations as 
positive phenomena. We usually perceive them as 
infringements upon our freedom—arbitrary attempts to 
restrict our behavior (see Chapter 36). In view of the Bible’s 
demand for obedience, we may have a tendency to display 
resentment and a rebellious spirit. We may be tempted to 
feel that God is unnecessarily burdening our lives with 
haphazard, insignificant. strictures. But the spiritually- 
minded person who is deeply devoted to Jesus with a heart 
full of love and a burning desire to please sees things 
differently. 

In fact, the Bible teaches that God’s regulations for 
humanity are neither “burdensome” (I John 5:3) nor beyond 
our reach (Deut. 30:11). In reality, God’s laws are very 
desirable and tasteful (Psm. 19:10; 119:103). As the Israelites 
were engaged in their final encampment on the plains of 
Moab prior to entrance into the Promised Land, Moses 
articulated the critical principle: “the Lord commanded us to 
do all these statutes...for our good always” (Deut. 6:24; cf., 
10:13). 

You see, God is not asking us to do anything that’s . 
harmful to us! He’s not restricting us and exerting His 
authority in our lives in order to make us unhappy. Quite 
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the opposite! Our compliance with His wishes will make us 
happy (John 13:17; James 1:25)! Our obedience “will be 
righteousness for us” (Deut. 6:25; cf., Rom. 6:16; I John 3:7)! 
Our submission will bring us genuine friendship with Jesus 
(John 15:14)! Our obedience will enable us to enjoy eternal 
salvation and exaltation (Heb. 5:9; James 4:10)! If we will 
do God’s will, we will be wise (Matt. 24:45-46; 7:24). Indeed, 
God’s words are our LIFE (Deut. 32:47; cf., 8:3; Psm. 119:93). 
Only through the instrumentality of the words of God can 
we possibly bring “every thought into captivity to the 
obedience of Christ” (II Cor. 10:5). “Therefore we make it our 
aim...to be well pleasing to Him” (II Cor. 5:9). “Whether you 
eat or drink, or whatever you do, do all to the glory of God” 
(I Cor. 10:31). 


The Person of Jesus 

The entire Bible may be boiled down to two bottomline 
themes. The complete message of the Bible may be distilled 
into two points that run through all sixty-six books, condensed 
into two words: grace and obedience. “Grace” refers to the 
incredible efforts that God has orchestrated to make it 
possible for human beings to be forgiven of sin and permitted 
to live eternally with Him. He so loved the world that He 
‘gave His only Son to atone for the sins of humanity. Here 
is the most important thing in the entire world! 

The second key point of the Bible is the essentiality of 
human obedience—correct response to God. As a matter of 
fact, the bulk of the contents of the Bible expound upon this 
theme. Most of the information in the Bible details how 
human beings have responded to the instructions of God. 
Sadly, the Bible reports to us that most people have chosen 
not to obey God’s will. 

The current climate among the liberal element in the 
church is such that considerable emphasis is being placed 
upon the person of Jesus.! While this focus would ordinarily 
be correct and commendable, the stress on Jesus turns out 
to be a sham. The surface attempt to remind people of the 
Who of religion is praiseworthy. But the attempt fails to 
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represent Jesus accurately. The change agents present a 
Jesus to the church that does not match the portrait that 
Jesus presented of Himself. 

Change agents dwell upon the person of Jesus in such 
a way that they create a superficial sense of sentimental 
attachment. One is reminded of the stereotypical wild-eyed 
pentecostal preacher with his slicked back hair and southern 
hick draw] repeating mindlessly, “Je-Esus, Je-Esus, Je-Esus!” 
It is possible to whip up emotions and feelings and then 
direct them toward a vague sense of the person of Jesus 
that’s “better felt than told.” An example of this kind of 
religion is seen during the Christmas season. Many people 
suddenly become religious and possess warm feelings for the 
“baby Jesus.” But they show no interest in obeying a risen 
Savior or conceiving of Jesus as their Judge (Acts 10:42; 
731 iii. 4-18): 

Liberals tend to fashion their preaching content to 
consist of constant repetition of Christ’s great love for us 
and His grace and forgiveness through the Cross. By dwelling 
solely upon these aspects of Bible religion, to the neglect of 
the rest of the gospel, God’s word is distorted and His will 
is frustrated and essentially counteracted. 

In this way, Jesus is used by change agents as a 
talisman, a charm, that has mystical, magical power in the 
mere association with the artifact. The person of Jesus 
becomes an object that gives them a sense of security as 
they wallow in feelings and sentimental sensations that arise 
by merely thinking of His person. One is reminded of the 
Jews’ comparable emotional addiction to the Temple, the 
city of Jerusalem, and even the name of God (Jer. 7:4; 5:2; 
Micah 3:11; Acts 7:48-49). Isaiah said they, “make mention 
of the God of Israel, but not in truth or in righteousness” 
(Isa. 48:1). The lip service they paid to God and spiritual 
things was just a superficial, surface attachment that made 
them feel good about their religious status. They must have 
appeared to onlookers to be very religious and devoted to 
God—just like the Pharisees of Jesus’ day. But their 
surface handling of God’s truth was inadequate and 
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anemic. 

So it is among the agents of change in churches of 
Christ. They accuse the more conservative element in the 
church of failing to emphasize the centrality of Christ. Yet 
their frequent stress upon “Jesus” is bereft of the biblical 
meaning of Jesus’ person and work. Jesus came to earth to 
elicit loving obedience from people. He wanted people to 
render faithful conformity to divine specifications. He 
certainly did not come to evoke mere sentimental attachment 
and the liberal gobbledegook that manifests itself in 
meaningless exercises like manufacturing bumper stickers 
that read, “Honk if you love Jesus.” The change agent’s 
treatment of Jesus is mere symbolism over substance. 

The change agents have fashioned a Jesus in their own 
image. Their portrait is in direct conflict with the Jesus 
revealed in Scripture. The Jesus of the Bible was loving, 
prayerful, and contemplative (John 15:13; Matt. 14:23; 14:18). 
But He was also direct (Matt. 23), logical (Matt. 4), quoted 
Scripture repeatedly (Matt. 27:46), downplayed emotion (John 
8), confronted and corrected error while frequently engaging 
in controversy and debate (Matt. 15:3-9), often created 
division (John 7:12,43; 9:16; 10:19), and was rejected by 
. more people than accepted Him (John 6:66). This Jesus is 
not the Jesus being presented to the church by the agents 
of change today. They have pawned off on an unsuspecting 
church a nonjudgmental, noncondemning, flexible, anything 
goes persona. But the Jesus of the Bible so dearly loved 
humanity that He insisted that they obey Him or be judged 
by His words and rejected in eternity (John 14:21,23-24; 
12:48). 


Conclusion 
Solomon was a man upon whom God bestowed “a wise 
and understanding heart.” He was so insightful and 
discerning that God said, “...there has not been anyone like 
you before you, nor shall any like you arise after you” (I 
Kings 3:12). With this kind of unprecedented insight, Solomon 
wrote the twelve chapter treatise of Ecclesiastes. In it he 
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scanned the parameters of human existence and achievement. 
He surveyed every possible pursuit that human beings can 
possibly devote themselves to in this life. He declared life 
undertaken apart from God to be “vanity” (i.e., futile and 
meaningless) and a “grasping for the wind.” 

The French have an expression which they use to 
pinpoint the essence of purpose: raison d’etre. The 
expression means “reason for being.” After surveying all of 
the pursuits to which people apply themselves in this life— 
pursuits which he, himself, had enacted in his own life— 
Solomon articulated the raison d’etre for every person who 
ever lives on this earth. He said, in essence, I have seen it 
all, I have done it all, I have acquired it all; I have fully 
immersed myself in everything this old life has to offer to 
the human race and here is my conclusion: “Fear God and 
keep His commandments, for this is the whole duty of man” 
(Eccl. 12:13). The word “duty” is not in the Hebrew and, 
literally rendered, says “This is man’s all.” 

Solomon was not telling us what we do; he was telling 
us who we are. In other words, you and I are on this planet 
taking up space and breathing God’s air for one reason and 
one reason alone. We are here, we exist, for the sole purpose 
of obeying God. This one grand reason for being is our entire 
essence. 

But those who are promoting the liberal agenda in an 
attempt to restructure the church are out of touch with this 
core purpose of human existence. The liberal posture, in 
fact, neutralizes and diffuses the fundamental reason for 
being. It shifts the focus of human beings away from God 
and humble submission to Him and instead encourages people 
to focus upon themselves, feel good about themselves, and 
pursue religious interests in line with human desire. 

The liberal posture has turned God into a loveable old 
grandfather figure who places no demands on anyone and 
who simply wants people to sit back, relax, enjoy gratifying 
emotional appetites, and worship Him in ways that make - 
sense to the individual. But only when people get back to a 
clear understanding of what life is all about, recognizing 
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that all other concerns must be subsumed beneath the goal 
of pleasing God, will we have at our disposal a key ingredient 
in the antidote to change. 


Endnote 
1 Notice, for example, a few of the titles of Max Lucado’s 
books: God Came Near, The Applause of Heaven, Six Hours 
One Friday, And the Angels Were Silent, He Still Moves 
Stones, No Wonder They Call Him Savior. 
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Chapter 40 


THE PRINCIPLE Or AUTHORITY 


Pramers no other doctrine is emphasized so frequently as 
the principle of authority. The Scriptures make clear 
that from the beginning of human history, God has required 
people to structure their behavior based upon God’s will. We 
human beings have no right to formulate our own ideas 
concerning religious truth. We must 
i forced myself have God’s approval for everything 
we do. Paul articulated this 

therefore and : ae 
extremely important principle 
offered a burnt clearly in Colossians 3:17—“And 

offering 

— Saul (I Sam. 13:12). 


whatever you do in word or deed, do 
all in the name of the Lord Jesus.” 
What did the apostle mean by that 
statement? What is the meaning of the expression “in the 
name of the Lord”? 

Luke provides the answer. The religious authorities 
were extremely upset that the apostles were advocating 
Christian concepts. They brought Peter and John into their 
assembly and demanded to know, “By what power or by 
what name have you done this?” (Acts 4:7). The word “power” 
refers to authority. The Jewish leaders were demanding to 
know by what authority they were acting. Who was giving 
them the right to teach what they were teaching? What 
authoritative source approved or sanctioned their 
particular actions? Peter’s answer was “by the name of 
Jesus Christ.” In other words, the apostles had not been 
advocating their own ideas. They were simply presenting 
what Jesus had previously authorized them to present (cf., 
Matt. 16:19; 18:18). 

Think for a moment about the enormous implications 
of this biblical principle. No human being has the right to 
introduce into religious practice an activity for which the 
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Scriptures provide no approval. We human beings are simply 
not free.in God’s sight to fashion religion and morality 
according to our own desires. Cain learned that the hard 
way when he did not offer the precise sacrifice which God 
had designated (Gen. 4:5-7; Heb. 11:4; I John 3:12). The 
lives of Nadab and Abihu were snuffed out by God because 
of a minor adjustment in their offering (Lev. 10:1-2). This 
minor deviation from God’s precise specifications was 
“unauthorized.” The change failed to show God as holy and 
give Him the respect He deserves (Lev. 10:3). 

Saul was rejected by God when he presumed to offer 
a sacrifice he was not authorized to offer (I Sam. 13:8-14). 
He was censured a second time for making slight adjustments 
in God’s instructions (I Sam. 15:22-23). He lost His crown 
and the approval of God. Justifying his adjustments on the 
grounds that he was merely attempting to be “culturally 
relevant” would not have altered his status in God’s sight. 

Uzzah was struck dead simply because he touched the 
ark of the covenant—though his apparent motive was to 
protect the ark (II Sam. 6:6-7). David admitted that they 
had deserved the Lord’s displeasure because they were not 
seeking God “after the due order” (I Chron. 15:13). In other 
-words, God had given previous information concerning proper 
or authorized transportation of the ark, but these 
instructions were not followed. Their handling of the ark 
was not done “in the name of the Lord” in that they did it 
their way instead of according to the divine prescription. 

Notice that these cases involved people who were 
engaged in religious activities. These people were religious! 
They were not pagans, skeptics, or atheists. They were 
attempting to worship the one true God. They were 
believers! Yet their failure to comform precisely to divine 
instructions elicited the disapproval of God for the simple 
reason that their actions were not authorized. 

The New Testament illustrates this principle repeatedly. 
Authority begins with God. He delegated authority to Jesus 
(Matt. 28:18; John 5:27). Only Jesus, therefore, has the 
authority to define and designate the parameters of human 
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behavior in general and religious practice in particular. 
Consequently, no human being on earth has the right to do 
anything without the prior approval of Christ. John said 
that those who believe on Christ’s name (i.e., those who 
accept His authority) have the power or right to become 
children of God (John 1:12). In other words, faith is a 
necessary prerequisite that gives a person divine authority 
to become a child of God. All other human beings lack divine 
sanction to become children of God. 

A Roman military man, an officer who commanded one 
hundred men, understood the principle of authority. He said 
to Jesus: 


For I also am a man under authority, having 
soldiers under me. And I say to this one, “Go,” and 
he goes; and to. another, “Come,” and he comes; 
and to my servant, “Do this,” and he does it (Matt. 
8:9). 


This centurion recognized that individuals who are subject 
to the authority of a higher power must receive permission 
for everything they do. They must conform themselves 
precisely to the will of their superior. 

Even the religious enemies of Jesus understood and 
acknowledged the principle of authority. One day when Jesus 
was teaching in the temple, the chief priest and elders 
confronted Him with this question: “By what authority are 
You doing these things? And who gave You this authority?” 
(Matt. 21:23). Even these religiously warped opponents of 
our Lord at least grasped correctly the concept that one 
must have prior approval from a legitimate authoritative 
source before one can advocate religious viewpoints. If Jesus 
agreed with the change agents of our day, He would have 
said, “What do you mean ‘by what authority’? God doesn’t 
require us to have authority for what we do in religion as 
long as we do not violate a direct command.” 

But Jesus was not in sympathy with today’s change 
agents. In fact, His response to the Jewish leaders shows © 
that He fully agreed with the principle of authority. He 
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proceeded to show them that His teaching was authorized 
by the same source that authorized the teaching of John the 
Immerser. Yet, these hardhearted religious leaders rejected 
John and, by implication, his source of authority. So neither 
would they accept Jesus who received His authority from 
the same source, i.e., Heaven. In any case, both Jesus and 
His enemies agreed that one must have God’s prior 
permission for what one advocates in religion. 

What did Peter mean when he wrote, “If anyone speaks, 
let him speak as the oracles of God” (I Peter 4:11)? He meant 
that whatever a person advocates in religion must be found 
in God’s word. We all know that dedicating babies, 
handclapping, and choir groups are not found in God’s word. 
Their use violates the principle of authority—failing to “speak 
as the oracles of God.” 

What did Paul mean when he wrote, “...that you may 
learn in us not to think beyond what is written” (I Cor. 4:6)? 
He meant that whatever we do in religion must be found 
first in Scripture. We all know that “sacred drama,” swaying 
arms, and religious observance of Christmas and Easter are 
not found in Scripture. Their use violates the principle of 
authority—thinking and going “beyond what is written.” 

Interestingly enough, even secular society acknowledges 
the principle of authority. An average American citizen will 
walk into a restaurant and see two doors. The first door has 
the word “Restrooms” on it while the second door has the 
words “Authorized Personnel Only.” He immediately 
interprets these messages to mean that he has authority to 
enter the door that reads “Restrooms” while he is not 
permitted to enter the other door. He instantly knows he 
has no authority to enter the second door—even though the 
sign does not explicitly command him not to enter the door. 
The sign does not indicate who may NOT enter. It only 
specifies who may enter—who has permission or authority 
to enter. The individual is under obligation to use his 
reasoning powers and deduce that he has no authority to 
pass through the second door. 

Entering the first door, he encounters two additional 
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doors. The first door has a stick figure of a woman on it 
while the second door has a stick figure of a man. Once 
again, the citizen is expected to understand that only women 
are authorized to enter the first door and only men have 
permission to pass through the second door. People fathom 
the principle of authority so easily and so thoroughly that 
they can ascertain what they may or may not do even from 
pictures—stick figures! But when it comes to religion and 
the change agents in the church, recognition of the principle 
of authority is set aside in exchange for irrational, emotional 
desire to do what one wants to do. 

When a person purchases a new vacuum cleaner or a 
new car, the product comes with a factory warranty. This 
warranty provides the customer with free repair service for 
the specified warranty. period. However, should a malfunction 
occur, the customer is instructed to take the product to a 
“Factory Authorized Representative.” Failure to do so will 
void the warranty. Does the average person understand the 
principle of authority in this case? Of course he does. He 
understands that the manufacturer has given prior approval 
to a select group of repair persons who are authorized to 
repair the product. He understands that he has authority to 
take the product to any of those places and that he is not 
authorized to take the product anywhere else—even though 
other repair persons are not specifically singled out as 
inappropriate repair persons. 

When a person enters the hospital for surgery, he or 
she signs a document authorizing the physican to operate on 
the patient. What would you think of a doctor, whom you 
have authorized to perform surgery on you, if he were to go 
out into the waiting room where your child is awaiting your 
return and commence to operate on the child? In addition to 
thinking he may be mentally ill, you would protest his lack 
of authority for his action. What if he justified his action by 
insisting that you did not specifically forbid his performing 
surgery on your child? Neither you—nor the medical and 
legal professions—would put up with such nonsense. Why? 
Because normal people understand and live by the principle 
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of authority. But religion is different. 

What if your doctor wrote you a prescription for 
antibiotics and you took the prescription to the pharmacist 
who then filled the prescription by giving you antibiotic 
laced with strychnine? Upon reading the label, you would 
immediately protest the pharmacist’s action and demand an 
explanation. Would the pharmacist be considered in his 
right mind if he offered as his explanation, “The doctor did 
not say I was not to give you the poison. I interpreted his 
silence to be permissive”? 

Suppose you send your child to the grocery store to 
purchase a gallon of two percent milk and a one pound loaf 
of wheat bread. He returns with a gallon of two percent, a 
one pound loaf of white bread, and a box of Twinkies. Do you 
pat him on the head and compliment him for his faithful 
obedience? Do you praise him for his effort and sincerity? Or 
do you challenge his behavior as being unauthorized? What 
if he justifies his actions by insisting that you said nothing 
about the purchase of white bread and Twinkies? In any 
case, both you and he would know that he had engaged in 
unauthorized behavior. He did not have your permission to 
purchase white bread or Twinkies even though you did not 
. specifically forbid it. 

When you place an order with a catalog company or a 
fast food restaurant, you expect them to conform to your 
instructions precisely, neither adding to nor subtracting from 
your order. They receive authority from you based upon 
what you say to them—not based upon what you do not say. 
You do not give them authority for their actions on the basis 
of your silence. You authorize them by your words, your 
instructions, your directions. If they go beyond the parameters | 
of your words—though you do not specifically forbid such 
actions—they are proceeding without your authority. 


Authority For EVERYTHING? 
But are you saying that we must have authority for 
everything we do in religion? Everything? What about 
the many things we do that the Bible does not mention? For 
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example, where is our authority for church buildings, pews, 
lighting, carpet, television programs, songbooks, and 
communion trays? 

Consider the case of Noah. He was instructed by God 
to construct a large wooden boat. God’s instructions included 
such details as dimensions, type of wood, the door and 
window, and decks (Gen. 6:14-16). The principle of authority 
applied to Noah in the following fashion. He was authorized 
to build a boat, but not authorized to build an alternative 
mode of transportation (e.g., car, plane, or balloon). He was 
authorized to make the boat out of wood, but not authorized 
to make it out of some other material (e.g., plastic, steel, or 
fiberglass). He was authorized to use “gopherwood,” but not 
‘authorized to use some other kind of wood (e.g., oak, poplar, 
or pine). He was authorized to utilize whatever tools and 
assistance were necessary to comply with God’s command 
(e.g., hammers, nails, saws, hired help). 

Consider the Great Commission. God commanded His 
emissaries to “Go” (Mark 16:15). The Bible describes with 
approval inspired preachers going by a variety of means, 
including by chariot (Acts 8:31), rope and basket (Acts 9:25), 
on foot (Acts 14:14), and by ship (Acts 16:11). Gathering 
together everything in the Scriptures pertaining to this 
matter, it becomes clear that the mode of transportation was 
optional. Therefore, I am forced to conclude that every mode 
is authorized today (including via television) as long as it 
does not violate some other biblical principle (e.g., the 
principle of stewardship). 

This process of gathering biblical evidence and drawing 
only warranted conclusions is divinely mandatory for every 
human being. We are under obligation to weigh the biblical 
data on every subject and conclude only what God wants us 
to conclude. 

The Bible enjoins upon us the act of assembling together 
for worship (e.g., Acts 20:7; I Cor. 5:4; 11:17-18; Heb. 10:25). 
But it is physically impossible for a plurality of individuals 
to assemble together without an assembly place. To obey the 
requirement to assemble, one must assemble somewhere. 
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We have approved instances of the early church assembling 
together in a third story room (Acts 20:8-9), in private 
residences as well as in nonprivate settings (I Cor. 16:19; 
11:22; cf., Acts 20:20). We are forced to conclude that the 
location is optional and authorized as long as it does not 
violate other biblical principles (cf., John 4:21). Hence, the 
Scriptures authorize church buildings and the necessary 
furnishings (e.g., carpet, chairs, and lights). 

The same may be said of songbooks. We are commanded 
to sing (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). We are commanded to worship 
in an orderly manner (I Cor. 14:40). God wants us to sing 
the same song together (as opposed to singing different songs 
at the same time). The only way to comply with these 
stipulations is to use songbooks, or sheet music, or overhead 
projectors that give the entire assembly access to the same 
song at the same time. Therefore, all such tools are authorized 
as expedient ways to comply with the command to sing. 

The Lord’s Supper is to be eaten when the church is 
assembled for worship (Matt. 26:29; Acts 20:7; I Cor. 11:20). 
God wants each worshipper to partake of both the bread and 
the grape juice. How may this be accomplished? Containers 
or trays are necessarily required—unless grapes are 

_handcarried to each person who would then squeeze the 
juice into his own mouth. We do have the account of Jesus 
instituting the Lord’s Supper and apparently using a single 
cup. However, the context makes clear that the container 
was incidental. The contents—the juice—was what they were 
to drink and reflect symbolically upon. I am forced to conclude 
that the manner of distribution of the elements of the Lord’s 
Supper is optional.” 


Conclusion 
Every single facet of our behavior, in and out of worship, 
may be determined in the same way. God so requires. He 
expects us to give heed to His word, studying it carefully and 
consistently in order to know how to live life in harmony 
with His will. For true Christianity to be practiced, we must 
be true to God’s directions. We must be faithful to the book. 
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Hezekiah “did what was good and right and true before the 
Lord his God” (II Chron. 31:20). To what do the words “good,” 
“right,” and “true” refer? The next verse explains: “And in 
every work that he began in the service of the house of God, 
in the law and in the commandment, to seek his God, he did 
it with all his heart” (II Chron. 31:32). Hezekiah was faithful 
to God, doing what was good, right and true in the sense 
that he obeyed precisely the law and commandment of God 
and did so from the heart (cf., John 4:24). 

Many churches of Christ are introducing into their 
practice all sorts of activities and programs. Upon what 
basis are these innovations justified? “Well, it meets our 
needs”; “It gets more people involved”; “It brings in lots of 
pedple”; “It generates enthusiasm”; “It allows us to get things 
done”; “We really like it”; “It stimulates interest”; “It keeps 
our young people’s attention”; “It creates a warm, accepting 
environment”; etc. It is absolutely incredible that so many 
Christians could drift so far from their biblical moorings. 
Their failure to recognize the principle of Bible authority 
will not exempt them from God’s disfavor. 

When all is said: and done, when we’ve gone through 
all the rationalizing as to why we do what we want to do in 
religion, we are still faced with whether what we do is, in 
fact, in accordance with God’s instructions. By definition, 
being faithful to God entails conformity to divine directives— 
right doing (I John 3:7; Acts 10:35). When one “transgresses 
(i.e., goes ahead) and does not abide in the doctrine of Christ” 
(II John 9), he becomes unfaithful and removes himself 
from the benefits of God’s grace (II Peter 2:20-22; Heb. 10:26- 
31; Gal. 5:4). Remaining within the grace and favor of God 
is dependent upon our compliance with the all-important, 
God-ordained principle of authority. 

Must we conform ourselves to the name of Christ? 
That is, in order to be saved, must I have His previous 
approval, His sanction, His authorization, for everything I 
do in religion? Listen to Peter: “Nor is there salvation in any © 
other, for there is no other name under heaven given among 
men by which we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). 
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Endnote 


1 For concise, definitive analyses of the principle of authority, 
see Thomas B. Warren, When Is An “Example” Binding? 
(Jonesboro, AR: National Christian Press, Inc., 1975) and Roy 
Deaver, Ascertaining Bible Authority (Austin, TX: Firm 
Foundation Publishing House, 1987). 

2 What about singing during the Lord’s supper? Two issues 
must be considered. First, everything we do must be authorized 
by God. What scriptural data can be collected to warrant the 
conclusion that God approves of such singing? When Jesus said, 
“Do this in remembrance of me” (Luke 22:19), He was specifically 
referring to partaking of the bread and juice — not singing. Second, 
singing during the Lord’s Supper actually hinders a proper 
observance. Guy N. Woods summarizes this point well: 


Observance of the Lord’s Supper, and singing are 
two separate and distinct acts of worship, involving 
very different, physical, mental and spiritual 
participation. There are four things we must do in 
order properly to partake of the Supper. We are to look 
(1) inward; (2) outward; (3) backward; and (4) forward 
in its observance. (1) We are to “examine” ourselves (I 
Cor. 11:28), in the act of observance; (2) we “proclaim” 
(ASV) “the Lord’s death,” by our participation (I Cor. 
11:26), (3) we remember the events of Calvary (I Cor. 
11:25), and (4) we keep alive, in our hearts, and before 
others, his eventual return (I Cor. 11:26). 

We who sing “with the spirit and with the 
understanding,” as all must do in order to praise God 
acceptably, must (1) give attention to the lyrics as 
much so as if we were actually composing them at the 
moment in praise to God; and (2) we must follow the 
music to which the lyrics are set in order properly to 
sing in unison with others. Neither act-singing, or 
partaking of the Lord’s Supper—can be properly engaged 
in while attempting the other. Only those who partake 
mechanically and ritualistically of the Supper would 
want to attempt singing in connection with it, and 
then only to create some emotional situation which 
escapes them in the proper observance of the Supper. 
The practice is without apostolic precedent and wholly 
unacceptable to those who are content with the New 
Testament order. (Questions and Answers, p. 336). 
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Chapter 41 


THE PLAcE OF THE CHURCH 


AND THE PLAN OF SALVATION 


aonnthe indispensible ingredient required to counteract 
illicit change is a renewed appreciation for the church 
and the gospel plan of salvation. The change agents simply 
5 lack the deep respect for the church 
Christ also loved | of Christ which the Bible enjoins. 
the church and gave On Thursday night, April 21, 
1938, in a public discussion in Little 

Himself if or ber, Rock, Arkansas before an immediate 
. Hat He might | crowd of 1000 people and a radio 
audience of thousands more, N.B. 

present ber Hardeman debated the famed 

to Himself 

a glorious church 
—FEphesians 5:25,27 


debater Ben M. Bogard on the 
subject of “The Establishment of the 
Church.” On that occasion, brother 
Hardeman articulated an extremely 
significant truth about the church 
of our Lord when he stated: 


The kingdom, friends, has always existed... It ex- 
isted in Purpose, in the mind of God; it existed next 
in Promise, as delivered unto the patriarchs, and it 
existed in Prophecy; and then it existed in Prepa- 
ration; and last of all, when the New Testament 
went into effect, it existed in Perfection. 1! 


More than fifty years have come and gone since that insightful 
observation. But it remains an accurate expression of biblical 
truth. 

For you see, before Adam and Eve inhabited the Garden 
of Eden together; before the skies, seas, and land were 
populated by birds, fish, and animals; before the sun, moon, 
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and stars were situated in the universe; and before our 
planet earth was but a dark, watery, formless mass—God 
purposed to bring into being the church of Christ. 

Indeed, Scripture describes this divine intention as 
“eternal.” Central to the great purposes of God from eternity 
has been—not only the sending of His Son as an atonement for 
sin—but the creation of the church of Christ, the blood bought 
body of Jesus, the living organism of the redeemed. 

To the intent that now unto the principalities and 
powers in heavenly places might be known by the 
church the manifold wisdom of God, according to the 


eternal purpose which he purposed in Christ Jesus 
our Lord (Eph. 3:10-11). 


Can you fathom “ETERNAL”? There are times when the 
notion of “everlasting” is abbreviated—like Jonah 2:6 where 
Jonah said he was in the fish’s stomach “forever.” I guess it 
seemed like it to him. Onesimus, upon his return, would be 
with Philemon “aionion”’—“forever” (Philemon 15). The 
context limits the use of the term to until he dies. 

But when referring to deity (Psm. 90:1-2) and the 
church, the term refers to everlasting, eternal, forever. 
Hebrews 12:28 states, “Therefore, since we are receiving a 
‘kingdom which...” will someday end? No, a kingdom that is 
unshakeable, destined to be around forever, an eternal 
institution. Daniel 7:18 says, “But the saints of the Most 
High shall receive the kingdom and possess the kingdom 
forever, even forever and ever.” With that grand purpose 
in mind, God gradually began foreshadowing through 
promise and prophecy the eventual accomplishment of 
that purpose. 

Some 750 years before Christ, Isaiah predicted the 
eventual establishment of the “Lord’s house” in the “last 
days” in Jerusalem (Isa. 2:1-4). At about the same time, 
Micah enunciated essentially the same facts (Micah 4:1-3). 
Some 500 years before Christ, Daniel declared to a pagan 
king that during the days of the Roman kings, the God of 
Heaven would set up a kingdom that would never be 
destroyed (Dan. 2:44). He also stated that the “Son of man” 


473 


would pass through the clouds, come to the Ancient of Days 
and be given an indestructible kingdom (Dan. 7:13-14). Thus 
the church, which existed initially in purpose in the mind 
of God, now existed in promise and prophecy in the 
utterances of His spokesmen. 

With the appearance of John the Immerser and Jesus 
on the earth, the church of Christ entered a new phase of 
existence. Now, more than ever before, the kingdom was 
presented with a sense of immediacy, nearness, and urgent 
expectation. Now God’s emissaries actively prepared for 
her imminent appearance. John exclaimed: “...the kingdom 
of heaven is at hand” (Matt. 3:2). Jesus echoed His harbinger 
with precisely the same point: “...the kingdom of heaven is 
at hand” (Matt. 4:17). 

As John made preparations for the Lord (Matt. 3:3; 
11:10; Isa. 40:3; Mal. 3:1), so the Lord made preparations for 
the kingdom. He announced His intention to personally 
establish her (Matt. 16:18) and declared that such would occur 
during the lifetime of His earthly contemporaries (Mark 9:1). 

Just prior to His departure from earth, Jesus further 
noted that the apostles would be witnesses of His death and 
resurrection and would preach repentance and remission of 
sins in His name among all nations beginning at Jerusalem. 
He would even send the promise of the Father upon them 
which would entail being “endued with power from on high” 
(Luke 24:46-49). This power was to be equated with Holy 
Spirit immersion (Acts 1:4-5,8—see Chapter 32). 

Now that the kingdom had existed in purpose, promise 
and prophecy, and in preparation, the time had come for 
the church to come forth in perfection. After urging the 
apostles to “tarry in Jerusalem,” Jesus ascended into a cloud 
and was ushered into Heaven. The apostles returned to 
Jerusalem and awaited the fulfillment of the Savior’s words 
for ten days. 

Then it happened. With stunning splendor, after 
centuries of eager anticipation (I Peter 1:10-12), God poured 
out His Spirit upon the Twelve on the day of Pentecost in 
the year 30 A.D. (Acts 2). This miraculous out-pouring enabled 
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these one dozen “ambassadors” (II Cor. 5:20) to present a 
stirring defense of Christ’s resurrection, convicting some in 
the audience with the guilt of the crucifixion. Peter then 
simultaneously detailed the conditions of forgiveness and 
the terms of entrance into the kingdom of Christ. These 
terms consisted of a pricked and penitent heart and a water 
immersed body. 

The church of Christ was now perfected into existence 
upon the earth, consisting of about 3,012 members—all of 
Jewish descent. From this moment forward, the kingdom of 
Christ on the earth was a present reality. To its Jewish 
citizenry were added the first non-Jewish converts in Acts 
chapter ten when the household of Cornelius obeyed the 
same terms of entrance that their Jewish counterparts had 
obeyed some fifteen years earlier. By the cross, Christ had 
made “in Himself one new man from two, thus making peace; 
...that He might reconcile them both to God in one body...” 
(Eph. 2:15-16). That body into which Jew and Gentile were 
inducted was the church of Christ! The church of Christ is 
totally unique and unlike any other religious body on the 
face of the earth. 

Churches of Christ in our day are reproductions of the 
-church of Christ which we find described in the New 
Testament. Several characteristics are discernible from the 
Bible that aid in seeing what it takes to be a church of 
Christ. 

1. Her entrance requirements are unlike man-made 
organizations. Consider what people in the first century did 
to become members of the church of Christ. In Acts chapter 
two, after listening to the preaching of the gospel, the people 
asked the apostles what they needed to do. Peter responded: 
“Repent and let every one of you be baptized in the name of 
Jesus Christ for the remission of sins...” (Acts 2:38). These 
instructions fulfilled Jesus’ words in Mark 16:16: “He who 
believes and is baptized will be saved.” 

The same procedure is depicted over and over again in 
Acts. In Acts 8:12-13, “when they believed Philip as he 
preached the things concerning the kingdom of God and the 
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name of Jesus Christ, both men and women were baptized. 
Then Simon himself also believed; and when he was 
baptized...” In the same chapter, Philip preached Jesus to 
the Ethiopian eunuch. When the eunuch saw water, he insisted 
upon being baptized. Philip said he could if he believed. 

In Acts chapter ten, Cornelius heard the message, believed 
and was baptized. In Acts chapter sixteen, Lydia listened to 
the message, believed and was baptized. In the same chapter, 
the Philippian jailer heard the word of the Lord and was 
immediately baptized the same hour of the night. In Acts 18:8, 
many of the Corinthians heard the word, believed and were 
baptized. In Acts 19:4-5, some of the citizens of Ephesus 
listened to Paul’s preaching, believed and were baptized. 
Paul, himself, in Acts chapters nine and twenty-two, heard the 
word and was baptized to have his sins washed away. 

The rest of the New Testament confirms this procedure 
for becoming a Christian. Paul reminded Roman Christians 
in Romans 6:1-7 that on the day they were baptized, they were 
baptized into Christ, into His death, and were made free from 
sin to live a new life. He told the Corinthians that on the day 
they were baptized, they were baptized into the one body, 
which is the church of Christ (I Cor. 12:13). He told the 
Galatians that when they were baptized, they were baptized 
into Christ and thus put on Christ, i.e., were clothed with Him 
(Gal. 3:27). Peter added his support to this same understanding 
by declaring that one is saved at the moment of baptism for it 
is at that point that the benefits of the resurrection of Christ 
are applied to the believer (I Peter 3:21). 

Notice from these Scriptures that in the first century, 
a person became a Christian in the same way and at the 
same moment that he became a member of the church of 
Christ. A person would hear the message of salvation and 
God’s will for his life. He would then believe or have faith 
in that teaching about God and Christ, repent of his sins, 
confess the name of Christ with his mouth, and then be 
baptized or immersed in water for the remission of sins (cf., 
Rom. 10:9-10; Col. 2:12; Heb. 10:22). Who are the churches 
of Christ? They are those churches who practice that New 
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Testament plan of salvation. 

2. Her organization is unlike human institutions. 
The church of Christ in the New Testament was arranged 
or structured by God. Each local congregation was 
independent and autonomous. No hierarchy or 
denominational headquarters is to be found in the New 
Testament. Each local church is directly under the headship 
of Christ (Col. 1:18). Churches of Christ have no synods or 
councils or conventions that establish policy or provide 
governing guidelines. Every single local congregation is self- 
governing and completely autonomous. 

Within each of these churches, the New Testament 
teaches that men who meet specific qualifications (I Tim. 
3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9) are to be appointed by the church members 
to be elders. Other names for this function in the New 
Testament are bishops, pastors, shepherds, and overseers 
(Titus 1:5,7; Acts 20:17,28; I Peter 5:1-2). The New Testament 
teaches that when a church has two or more qualified men, 
they should be appointed to serve. Churches in the New 
Testament always had a plurality of elders over a single 
congregation (Acts 20:17; Phil. 1:1; Titus 1:5). These men 
are to function as the overseeing authorities in the local 
church. They are to shepherd and watch over the members 
under their charge (Heb. 13:17; I Peter 5:1-4; see Chapter 
30). In the New Testament, the name “pastor” does not refer 
to a preacher. 

New Testament churches also had deacons appointed 
who likewise met specific God-given qualifications (I Tim. 
3:8-13). Deacons were assigned responsibilities and tasks 
that involved serving the needs of the congregation (Acts 
6:1-6; Phil. 1:1). 

In addition to elders and deacons, churches of Christ 
in the first century had teachers, preachers and evangelists 
(Eph. 4:11; II Tim. 4:5; James 3:1). These men taught and 
preached Christian doctrine to nonChristian and Christian 
alike. Female Bible teachers taught women and children 
(Titus 2:4). All of the members participated together in the 
work and worship of the church in an effort to glorify God 
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in their lives (Eph. 4:11-16). 

Many improvisations have evolved since the first 
century as regards church government and organization. 
But, in summary, the simple structure of Christ’s church 
according to the New Testament consists of elders who 
shepherd the flock, deacons who minister to the congregation, 
preachers and evangelists who proclaim the gospel, and all 
other members of the local congregation who work and 
worship under the oversight of the elders. Who are the 
churches of Christ? They are those churches who follow this 
simple format. 

3. How is the church of Christ to be designated? What 
are the scriptural names by which God’s people are to be 
known? The New Testament clearly declares the group of 
saved people to be the “church of Christ” (Rom. 16:16). 
Remember, Jesus Himself stated that He would build His 
church (Matt. 16:18). The church, therefore, belongs to Christ 
who is the head of the body (Eph. 1:22-23). Sometimes His 
church is merely referred to as “the church” (e.g., Acts 8:1). 
“Church” simply means “called out” and so refers to the fact 
that Christians have been called out of the world into Christ’s 
kingdom. 

Sometimes Christ’s church is referred to as “the kingdom” 
(Matt. 16:19), “the kingdom of God” (Mark 9:1; John 3:5), “the 
kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 18:3) or “the kingdom of His dear 
Son” (Col. 1:13). We also find the “church of God” (I Cor. 1:2) 
and the “church of the living God” (I Tim. 3:15)—no doubt 
references to Jesus’ deity as owner. We also find the “body of 
Christ” (Eph. 4:12). Several other names are found in the New 
Testament for Christ’s church. But observe that most of the 
names which men have given to their denominational 
organization are not found in the New Testament. Churches 
of Christ seek to be scriptural in name. 

The same applies to the designations for individual 
members. The number one name by which church members 
are to be known is the name “Christian” (Acts 11:26; I Peter 
4:16; Isa. 62:1-2). This is the name that indicates that one 
belongs to Christ. Other names include “disciples” (Acts 20:7), 
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which means “learners,” “saints” (I Cor. 1:2), “brothers” (I 
Cor. 15:1), “sons of God” (Rom. 8:14), “children of God” (I 
John 3:1), “priests” (I Peter 2:9)—and several other names. 
These are scriptural names. 

New Testament Christians will be careful with their 
terminology in an effort to respect God’s distinctions. They 
will refrain from an unscriptural use of religious titles and 
designations. The denominational concept of a clergy is 
foreign to the New Testament. Preachers in the New 
Testament were merely Christians who prepared themselves 
to teach others. They were not set apart as a special class 
of religious people. They did not wear special religious garb 
nor receive special titles like “reverend” or “pastor” or “father” 
(Matt. 23:9). Such designations are man-made and only serve 
to cultivate the praise of men when all praise belongs to God 
(Matt. 23:5-12; 6:1-6). 

So who are the churches of Christ? They are those 
churches who wear the name of Christ—individually and 
collectively. Listen closely to the words of the apostle Peter: 
“Nor is there salvation in any other, for there is no other 
name under heaven given among men by which we must be 
saved” (Acts 4:12); “If anyone suffers as a Christian, let him 
not be ashamed, but let him glorify God in this name” (I 
Peter 4:16). 

4. Another identifying mark of the church of Christ is 
seen in the absence of denominational trappings. For 
example, churches of Christ have no official creeds, church 
manuals, or confessions of faith to which members must 
subscribe. The only authoritative document for governing 
belief and practice is the Bible. The Bible is taken to be the 
inspired, inerrant, infallible word of God—the only reliable 
guide to get humans from this life to Heaven. 

5. A fifth identifying facet of the church of Christ is 
seen in her worship practice. Churches of Christ have 
reproduced simple New Testament worship in their services— 
nothing more and nothing less. When one examines the New 
Testament, one finds that first century churches engaged in 
five worship activities on Sunday. First, they met together 
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for the purpose of partaking of the Lord’s Supper, which 
consisted of bread and grape juice as symbols of the body 
and blood of Christ offered on the cross (Matt. 26:26-29; Acts 
20:7; I Cor. 10:16-21; 11:20-34). Christians observed the 
Lord’s Supper every Sunday and only on Sunday (see 
Chapter 27). 

Secondly, the early church engaged in prayer together 
(Acts 2:42; I Tim. 2:1-8). Thirdly, Christians sang religious 
songs together (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). Their congregational 
singing was unaccompanied by musical instruments. Use of 
choirs, soloists, etc. were unheard of. Fourthly, they participated 
in Bible study, either by public reading of the Scriptures or as 
preached by a preacher or teacher (I Tim. 4:13; II Tim. 4:1-4; 

‘Titus 2:15). Finally, Christians pooled their money on the first 
day of the week as a treasury from which the Lord’s work could 
be carried out (I Cor. 16:1-2). 

New Testament worship is extremely simple and 
unpretentious—free from the hype and glitter that bored 
humans frequently fabricate. Churches of Christ are those 
people who have restored simple New Testament worship in 
their congregations. They meet together every first day of the 
week and commune together around the Lord’s Table; they 
sing psalms, hymns and spiritual songs together; they 
contribute a percentage of their income to carry on the work of 
the church; they pray together; and they study the word of God 
together. 

6. A final feature of the church of Christ is her unique 
mission, which consists of bringing glory to God (I Cor. 6:20). 
Peter summarized this mission in terms of individual 
Christians in the following words: 


If anyone speaks, let him speak as the oracles of God. 
If anyone ministers, let him do it as with the ability 
which God supplies, that in all things God may be 
glorified through Jesus Christ, to whom belong the 
glory and the dominion forever and ever. Amen (I 
Peter 4:11). 


Paul summarized this singular mission of the church for 
Christians collectively in these words: 
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Now to Him who is able to do exceedingly abun- 
dantly above all that we ask or think, according to 
the power that works in us, to Him be glory in the 
church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages, world 
without end. Amen (Eph. 3:20-21). 


Many other characteristics of the church of Christ could 
be cited. But these five are sufficient to show that the church 
is easily identifiable and not to be confused with any other 
religious group. It was inevitable that people would deviate 
from the simple guidelines given in Scripture (I Tim. 4:1; II 
Peter 2:1-2). The result has been the formulation of unbiblical 
doctrines, unscriptural practices, and unauthorized churches 
(Matt. 15:9,13; II John 9-11). 

The Scriptures clearly teach that God never has and 
never will sanction such a state of affairs. The only hope of 
any individual is to be in the one true church and living 
faithfully to God’s desires. How incredibly tragic that forces 
from within the church of Christ have become the very ones 
who are working overtime to subvert the simple truth of the 
one church by instigating change in the form of ecumenicity 
and acceptance of denominationalism! These agents of change 
may well succeed in obscuring and blurring the distinction 
between the New Testament church and the man-made, 
‘counterfeit churches that exist in abundance. They may 
convince many people that those who insist that there is 
only one church (Eph. 4:4) are arrogant, traditionalistic, and 
sectarian. 

Yet anyone who cares to consult the inspired guidebook 
can see that the church described in the Bible is easily 
identifiable today and distinguishable from the churches of 
men. The entire matter rests upon two simple criteria. First, — 
can we know how to become a Christian? If so, then we can 
identify the church, i.e., those who have obeyed the one 
and only gospel plan of salvation. Second, can we know how 
to live the Christian life faithfully and obediently before 
God? If so, we can identify those who continue to constitute 
the saved body, the church. 

In light of these simple truths, no legitimate claim may 
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be made by denominational bodies to consider themselves as 
churches of Christ. The pluralistic mindset which has 
permeated our thinking has prodded us to be more accepting 
of other viewpoints and to “lighten up” in our opposition to 
false religion. For more than three decades now, we have 
been goaded and prodded into feeling guilty about claiming 
certainty about anything, let alone biblical truth. 

But the Bible is as simple and clear today as it was two 
thousand years ago. If churches of Christ were in existence in 
the first century, they can exist in our day as well. If no 
denominations existed in the first century, no denominations 
are needed today. 

Denominationalism is one of the best tools Satan has 
come up with to bring people under his influence. The buddhists, 
moslems, hindus, humanists, evolutionists, communists, and 
atheists, by definition, have rejected the one true God and 
capitulated to Satan. So where do you suppose the Devil is 
going to focus the brunt of his assault upon the earth? He will 
target the Christian religion. The most he can hope to do is to 
muddy the waters and obscure the certainty of the truth. He 
does so by inventing churches and doctrines that possess 
affinity with Christianity but which amount to adjustments in 
God’s directions. In so doing, he has a greater chance of luring 
people into his clutches. 


Conclusion 

We are at a moment in history when Satan is making 
great inroads into the church and scoring impressive victories 
against the cause of Christ. As the book of Judges records a 
cyclical pattern among God’s people of apostasy, punishment, 
repentance, faithfulness, back into apostasy, we are at the 
point in history when apostasy holds sway. This periodic 
purging process seems to be an inevitable recurrence. 

What God would have us to do is to stand confidently 
and courageously upon His will, unmoved and unintimidated 
by the overwhelming forces which pressure us to succumb. 
In this fashion, the justice of God will be made evident at 
the Judgment and, in the meantime, impetus is given to the 
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redeemed to strengthen themselves in the struggle to stay 
true blue and loyal to the Master. Every possible soul must 
be snatched out of the fire (Jude 23). 

While the Lord would have us to demonstrate concern 
and compassion for the lost denominational world, He would 
also have us to exercise discretion in the extent to which we 
fellowship and affiliate with such groups. Regardless of the 
fashionable sentiments prevalent among some in our midst, 
the Bible still delineates God’s disapproval of associating 
with error and false religion. When we become proud of our 
ability to mingle with the denominations, manifesting 
acceptance and tolerance of their divergent beliefs, we are 
guilty of the very attitude which Paul condemned (I Cor. 
5:2), Jesus condemned (Rev. 2:15-16), and John condemned 
(I John 11). . 

We need to return to the Old Testament and learn 
afresh the lessons which Israel failed to learn repeatedly. 
We need to stand at Elijah’s side and breathe deeply his 
spirit of confrontation as he boldly distinguished between 
true and false religion (I Kings 18:17-40). We need to follow 
Phinehas into the tent and learn to identify with his jealous 
intolerance of disobedience and defiance to the will of God 
(Num. 25:1-15). We need to step across the line to stand at 
‘Moses’ side and witness the calm fury with which he sought 
to expunge sin (Exod. 32:25-28). We need to identify ourselves 
with young king Josiah and feel the same sense of horror 
and tearful concern as we watch him burn, break, desecrate, 
destroy, cut down, stamp out and slay everything and 
everyone who represented unauthorized religious practice 
(II Kings 22 and 23). 

Perhaps once we have honestly filled our minds with 
these inspired accounts and allowed these truths to penetrate 
and permeate our being, we will possess the proper frame 
of mind to view denominationalism and alternatives to the 
one church the way God views them. Maybe then we will 
perceive counterfeit churches and rival religions with the 
depth of righteous anger and opposition that God possesses. 
Until then, we will be gripped by an unconcerned, blase, 
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live-and-let-live mentality that will allow Satan to proceed 
with his subversion of humanity. If we do not stand up and 
proclaim the distinctiveness of the one true church of Christ, 
nobody else will, and we will lose our souls along with them. 
If Noah had not been comfortable with standing in a minute 
minority in an effort to stem the tide, the tide would have 
swept him away in the flood waters along with the rest. 

Do you love the church for which Jesus shed His blood? 
Do you? Do you love the body of Christ deeply enough to 
temper your concern for the lost with a righteous regard for 
the purity and loyalty of that body? Rather than obscure the 
reality and identity of the church of Christ, we would do well 
to take note of the clearly defined borders of the kingdom 
that we might be able to give our attention to bringing in 
those on the outside. Fellowship with the unfruitful works 
of darkness is not the answer; teaching and exposing them 
is (Eph. 5:11). 

If we would truly fathom that the church of Christ is 
distinctive, exclusive, and unique; if we would truly view 
fraternization with the denominations as traitorous; if we 
would love the genuine body of Christ with the same fervency 
and jealousy with which Jesus loves her; then we would be 
in a position to proclaim with Paul: “to Him be glory in the 
church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages, world without 
end” (Eph. 3:21). 


Endnote 
1 N. B. Hardeman and Ben Bogard, Hardeman-Bogard 
Debate (Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Co., 1938), p. 178. 


Chapter 42 


THE POSSESSION OF HUMILITY 


AND REPENTANCE 


he church of our Lord can yet find her way out of the 

maze of confusion created by illicit change. But it is 
going to take some serious introspection and coming to grips 
with self. Both perpetrator and willing participant will have 
to embrace the crucial biblical qualities of shame, penitence, 
sorrow and humility. Those who have been a part of the 
apostasy will need to pursue holiness (Heb. 12:14). Like 
Moses’ nephews, those orchestrating the change have insulted 
God and earned His displeasure by engaging in disrespectful 
conduct that fails to show Him to be holy (Lev. 10:3). 
In contrast, Christ wants His 


“Yet now there followers to be meek and poor in 
> ; spirit (Matt. 5:3,5). Paul wrote, “Let 
se hope “i Asrael nothing be done through selfish 
in spite of this ambition or conceit, but in lowliness 


of mind let each esteem others better 
than himself. Let each of you look out not only for his own 
interests, but also for the interests of others” (Phil. 2:3-4). 
The church will be torn asunder and her task hampered if 
members do not empty themselves of pride. Every action 
undertaken, every practical decision made, every effort 
promoted within the church ought to be approached in the 
absence of strife, i.e., without the intention of creating 
contention or hurt feelings among other Christians. He who 
forges ahead with his agenda of change with the attitude 
that those who disagree can “lump it,” is guilty of unmitigated 
pride and is condemned on that basis. 

How may such pride be avoided? First, the believer 
must possess “lowliness of mind.” As Paul told Roman 
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Christians: “condescend to things that are lowly” and “be not 
wise in your own conceits” (Rom. 12:16). The Christian must 
be in possession of a sober, accurate assessment of his own 
person (Rom. 12:3). He must not be puffed up with an 
inappropriate sense of self-worth. Secondly, believers must 
“esteem others better than themselves.” The believer must 
perceive others favorably in relation to himself. He must 
possess healthy respect and love for his fellow man (cf. Matt. 
22:39). These two dimensions of humility—proper view of 
self and proper view of others—pave the way for engendering 
the humility that makes our lives Christlike. 

Notice how Jesus epitomized the humility that we 
Christians are to possess and demonstrate. Though He is 
God—a status that none of us could even begin to lay claim 
to—He humbly, willingly, and submissively relinquished 
divine equality in order to become a human—and a slave at 
that. His humility even extended to His willingness to be 
subjected to the humiliating treatment associated with the 
cross. In light of such an astounding fact, in light of the 
implications for us—that we have been so haughty in the 
face of such meekness, gentleness, and humility—how ought 
we to treat one another in the context of the church? How 
dare we puff up and treat one another out of hearts of pride. 
How dare we permit congregational conflict and turmoil to 
occur for no other reason than that we want attention, or 
our insecurity bolstered, or everyone to do it “our way?” 

In the midst of a horrible death, at a time when 
resentment, resistance, and stubborn defiance could have 
flared, He maintained a controlled humility (I Peter 2:21- 
23). He defined the parameters and substance of His existence 
on earth when He chided His disciples by reminding them 
that He came in order to serve others rather than be served 
(Matt. 20:28). In like manner, if we will but purge our hearts 
of our own stubborn wills and humble ourselves before the 
God of heaven, He will give us grace and lift us up (James 
4:6, 10). We must endeavor with all of our might to sidestep 
conduct that ushers forth from hearts intent on strife or 
vainglory. We must jettison the restless propensity for change. 
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For then we will live fulfilled lives and make Christ the 
humility of our lives. 


A Torn Mind 

In Joel’s day, God was so displeased with His people 
that He harnessed the deadly forces of nature and focused 
them against the disobedient. He used twin foes that strike 
fear in the hearts of Palestinian peoples: locust (Joel 1:4-7) 
and drought (Joel 1:10-12). These two catastrophic tools 
functioned as a rod of chastisement in the hand of God upon 
the back of His chosen nation. The people thus endured 
great calamity and were on the brink of receiving yet 
additional devastation—unless they were willing to take the 
antidote. 

Joel revealed the cure for the people’s distress (Joel 
2:12-17). Here’s what God wanted them to do: “rend your 
heart” (2:13). It was common custom among Hebrews to 
show grief and sorrow by tearing their clothes. But with 
God, this simply would not do. A mere outward display does 
not necessarily reveal genuine motives. Thus God required 
from the people what He has always required in every 
generation: rent hearts (i.e., torn minds). What Joel called 
a “torn mind,” David called a broken and contrite heart 
’ (Psm. 51:17). John the Immerser called it repentance (Matt. 
3:2,8). Only when one’s heart is torn—the mind completely 
changed and submissive to the will of God—will it be possible 
for the individual to conform his conduct to appropriate 
righteous instruction. 

Joel further showed that the splendid benefits of God’s 
mercy, compassion and grace are conditioned upon the ripped 
heart. We must demonstrate our changed mind by obedience 
in order to receive His kindness. As God stated at Sinai, 
“showing mercy to thousands, to those who love Me and 
keep My commandments” (Exod. 20:6). When we confess 
and forsake our sin, mercy becomes available to us (Prov. 
28:13). On the other hand, the people of Joel’s day were 
faced with “the day of the Lord” (Joel 1:15). One day, we, too, 
will face the final day of the Lord (II Cor. 5:10; Heb. 9:27). 
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When Joseph’s brothers sinned against him (Gen. 37:18; 
42:22), they did not contemplate the fact that their sin would 
come hack to haunt them some twenty years later, to the 
extent that they would wail in grief, “What is this that God 
has done to us?” (Gen. 42:28). When agents of change among 
churches of Christ refuse to humble themselves and continue 
to forge religious paths that constitute departure from God’s 
revealed will, the brotherhood will suffer the consequences 
of apostasy. God will not ignore or excuse the situation. We, 
too, will find ourselves bewildered and moaning, “What has 
God done to us?” The lives we are now living, the conduct 
we are now displaying, are direct demonstration of whether 
we have torn our hearts. With God, the only sound heart, 
the only healthy heart, is a broken heart. 


The Recovery of Humility 

We need a massive dose of humility. Arrogance abounds 
in our day in the form of illicit innovation, determined 
deviation from the “old paths,” and intellectual smugness 
which purports to correct the supposed misdirections of the 
past. When churches are confronted today by faithful men 
who endeavor to warn, inform and turn them from the error 
of their way, they encounter precisely what Hezekiah’s 
couriers faced: “...they laughed them to scorn and mocked 
them” (II Chron. 30:10). If we cannot humble ourselves, 
listen to God, and be willing to conform to His words, we 
have no hope (James 4:6). 

The liberal finds it easy to look down upon the 
conservative with an air of self-righteous toleration. His 
prideful resistance of the word of God will cost him his soul. 
The conservative on the other hand, with his correct doctrine, 
can easily fall prey to a callous, insensitive, “holier-than- 
thou” attitude that fails to incorporate genuine concern for 
the lost condition of the liberal. Even if one’s doctrinal stance 
is correct, one can lose his soul for possessing a prideful 
attitude (I John 2:16; Luke 18:13). 

Repairing the damage of change will necessitate the 
revival of a sense of shame. When Hezekiah sought to bring 
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the nation back from the illicit change they had implemented, 
one aspect of his restoration was the sense of shame which 
the priests and Levites felt for having strayed from God’s 
will (II Chron. 30:15). People in our day are not ashamed of 
their indecencies anymore. They can’t even blush over their 
sins (Jer. 6:15). They actually think that feelings of guilt 
and shame are counterproductive to self-esteem and a healthy 
psychological outlook. 

How foreign to divine reality! When people violate God’s 
will, He wants them to be ashamed—to be filled with a 
sense of their own monstrous condition (Acts 9:6; 16:29). He 
wants their consciences pricked (Acts 2:37; cf., I Tim. 4:2). 
He wants them to feel godly sorrow that they might repent 
and conduct themselves differently (II Cor. 7:8-11). Indeed, 
when the church in Collinsville, Oklahoma was taken to 
court in the early 1980s for having publicly disciplined a 
wayward member, one of the arguments set forth to contest 
the church’s action was that they embarrassed her. Yet, 
that’s exactly what Paul said withdrawal of fellowship is 
calculated to do (II Thess. 3:14)! 

The neutralization of the adverse effects of illicit change 
will require humility. Recovering humility of attitude would 
create at least two conditions. First, those promoting change 
would be less critical of the straight-forward, seemingly 
insensitive, presentation of Christianity characteristic of the 
preceding generation. The younger generation needs to 
reconsider the peculiar circumstances which our ancestors 
were facing and realize that the approach which they took 
to the propagation of the true church was, in fact, appropriate 
and suited to the times in which they lived. The facts of the 
matter are that the church grew numerically and flourished 
during their generation. 

Secondly, we would place ourselves in a frame of mind 
that is more conducive to hearing what God is saying to us 
in His Book. We would be more likely to lay aside our wants, 
desires and imagined needs in order to focus our perceptions 
upon what God wants, desires and expects from us. Instead 
of asking our elders, our variety of hired hands (ministers 
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of pulpit, youth, singles, etc.) and fellow members what they 
can do for us, we would be able to return to the biblical 
emphasis of what we can do for lost humanity that surrounds 
us. We simply must STOP where we are, reconsider and re- 
evaluate what we’re doing and where we're heading. We 
would then be in a sober vantage point from which to permit 
God to point us in another direction. 

How wonderful it would be, how earth-shaking, if we 
babyboomers would rise up in concerted action, apply 
ourselves to the task of throwing off the shackles of innovation 
and apostasy, and restudy God’s word to recover the “old 
paths” and basic truths of biblical religion. Then, equipped 
with the sword of the Spirit, we could clean up our act in 
the church of our Lord, re-establish a sane, sensible and 
sound pursuit of Christianity, and then address the teeming 
masses of lost humanity around us in an effective and united 
fashion. 

The alternative is to continue down the same pathway 
of departure that the majority of people have always followed 
(Matt. 7:13). But there are no excuses. Whatever forces have 
contributed to the formation and shaping of our spirits, we 
stand before God accountable for our own decisions and 
directions. If we only will, we babyboomers can make a 
difference and contribute to the stabilization of the church 
for generations to come. 


Conclusion 
In 457 B.C., the great Jewish scribe Ezra returned 
from the exile and devoted himself to recovering Bible 
religion. When he discovered how far the nation had gone in 
changing divine precepts, he poured out his heart to God in 
prayer. In that prayer, he summarized the proper blending 
of shame, sorrow, penitence and humility which we so 
desperately need if we are going to neutralize the destructive 

inclination to change God’s doctrine: 


‘O my God: I am too ashamed and humiliated to 
lift up my face to You, my God; for our iniquities 
have risen higher than our heads, and our guilt 
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has grown up to the heavens. And now for a little 
while grace has been shown from the Lord our 
God, to leave us a remnant to escape, and to give 
us a peg in His holy place, that our God may 
enlighten our eyes and give us a measure of revival 
in our bondage. And now, O our God, what shall 
we say after this? For we have forsaken Your 
commandments. And after all that has come upon 
_us for our evil deeds and for our great guilt, since 
You our God have punished us less than our 
iniquities deserve, and have given us such 
deliverance as this, should we again break Your 
commandments...? Would You not be angry with 
us until You had consumed us, so that there would 
be no remnant or survivor? O Lord God of Israel, 
You are righteous, for we are left as a remnant, as 
it is this day. Here we are before You, in our guilt, 
though no one can stand before You because of 
this!’ 

Now while Ezra was praying, and while he 
was confessing, weeping, and bowing down before 
the house of God, a very large congregation of men, 
women, and children assembled to him from Israel; 
for the people wept very bitterly. And 
Shechaniah...spoke up and said to Ezra, ‘We have 
trespassed against our God...; yet now there is hope 
in Israel in spite of this. Arise, for this matter is 
your responsibility. We also will be with you. Be of 
good courage, and do it’ (Ezra 9:6,8,10,13,14,15; 
10:1,2,4). 


There is yet hope for churches of Christ if we, too, will 
rise up with humble courage—and just do it. 
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Chapter 43 


THE PERCEPTION OF 


Gop’s WRATH 


Northwestern University School of Education survey of 

five hundred ministers from various denominational 
groups yielded the following results: When asked the 
question, “Is there a Heaven?” fifty-nine percent said yes. 
But when asked the question, “Is there a Hell?” only thirty- 
one percent said yes. When asked, “Should we teach there 
is a Hell?” only twenty percent said yes. A recent Gallup poll 
revealed that seventy-seven percent of all Americans believe 
there is a Heaven and yet only fifty-eight percent believe in 
Hell. 

Perhaps the single most critical ingredient in recovering 
our spiritual equilibrium and counteracting the effects of 
change is a renewed awareness of the wrath of God. The 
Bible still teaches that a place called “Hell” is being prepared 
for all who fail to obey Jesus Christ. That place will involve 
eternal punishment. The Bible 
“CThere is no fear describes in considerable detail a 

Judgment Day that is coming, at 
of G od befc ae e which time all human ae ates 
their eyes have ever lived will be judged and 

— Romans 3:18 consigned to one of two realms for 
all eternity: Heaven or Hell. Coming 
to grips with the reality of Hell can help to jolt the change 
agent into sobering up from his intoxication with loose 
change. 

Our English term “Hell” is from the Greek term 
“gehenna’” and is used in the New Testament to refer to the . 
place of final punishment. Jesus used the term eleven times 
and James used the term one time in James 3:6. 
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Jesus stated in John 5:28, “Do not marvel at this; for 
the hour is coming in which all who are in the graves will 
hear His voice.” The verse teaches the reality of both Heaven 
and Hell. You cannot believe in Heaven and not believe in 
Hell. The same Bible that teaches one, teaches the other. 

Consider these scattered statements on the subject from 
the lips of Jesus: 


When the Son of Man comes in His glory, and all 
the holy angels with Him, then He will sit upon 
the throne of His glory. All the nations will be 
gathered before Him, and He will separate them 
one from another, as a shepherd divides his sheep 
from the goats. ... Then He will also say to those 
on the left hand, “Depart from Me, you cursed, into 
the everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his 
angels...” And these will go away into everlasting 
punishment, but the righteous into eternal life 
(Matt. 25:31-32,41,46). 


You cannot believe in eternal life and not believe in eternal 
punishment. The same Greek word is used in the same 
verse to describe both of those realms. Just as existence with 
God after this life is over will be forever, i.e., “eternal,” so 
separation from God due to one’s failure to obey God in this 
life will result in eternal punishment. 

In Matthew 18:9, Jesus said, “And if your eye causes 
you to sin, pluck it out and cast it from you. It is better for 
you to enter into life with one eye, rather than having two 
eyes, to be cast into hell fire.” Jesus is not teaching here the 
idea of mutilating the body. He’s simply stressing the fact 
that whatever it takes for us to be obedient to God in this 
life—to be conformed to His will, to resist the forces of 
temptation that try to lure us into their grasp—whatever it 
takes to be faithful to God is worth making the sacrifice so 
that we might live with God forever rather than spend 
eternity in “hell fire.” 

In Matthew chapter twenty-three, Jesus addressed 
Himself to the religious leaders of His day. Though these 
men were religious, Jesus said to them, “Serpents (that is, 
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snakes), brood of vipers! How can you escape the damnation 
of hell?” That was a rhetorical question. Jesus was saying 
they were so wicked, they were so evil, they were so out of 
step with God’s will in this life, that He saw no way for them 
to leave this life without facing damnation in Hell. 

In Matthew 13:41-42, Jesus said, “The Son of Man will 
send out His angels, and they will gather out of His kingdom . 
all things that offend, and those who practice lawlessness, 
and will cast them into the furnace of fire. There will be 
wailing and gnashing of teeth.” How can a person possibly 
listen to those words spoken by Jesus Christ nearly two 
thousand years ago and yet say there’s no such thing as 
Hell? 

In Revelation 20:15, we find the words, “And anyone 
not found written in the Book of Life was cast into the lake 
of fire.” Revelation 21:8 announces, “But the cowardly, 
unbelieving, abominable, murderers, sexually immoral, 
sorcerers, idolaters, and all liars shall have their part in the 
lake which burns with fire and brimstone, which is the second 
death.” 


Unending, Conscious Pain? 

“But does the Bible teach that Hell is a place of 
continuing, eternally conscious pain?” Even within churches 
of Christ, some are saying, “No.” They are contributing to 
the weakening of doctrinal conviction and commitment to 
obedience that characterizes the current landslide of change. 
But the Bible is explicit and precise in its insistence that 
Hell is a place of perpetual consignment characterized by 
unending punishment. 

In Mark 9:43 and 48, Jesus referred to Hell as a place 
of unquenchable fire and a place where the worm dies not. 
Some refuse to accept these details as factual by suggesting 
that no such condition is possible since, if something is on 
fire, it would burn up. Yet, we have similar examples in the 
material realm in Exodus 3:2 where Moses encountered the 
burning bush—a bush that was on fire but remained 
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unconsumed. In Daniel 3:27, Daniel’s three comrades were 
thrown into a burning fiery furnace that was heated up 
seven times hotter than normally heated. The text says that 
the fire had “no power on their bodies.” But the same fire 
killed their accusers. 

The real question to be decided on this point is: can the 
omnipotent God of both the universe and the eternal realm 
so arrange things that the wicked burn in the flames of Hell 
for eternity while continuing to exist consciously? Indeed, 
He can. One must deny the plain language of Scripture in 
order to avoid the force of these statements. 

In Luke 16:19-31, we have a description of Hades. 
Hades must not be confused with Hell. Hades exists now 
and serves as the recepticle for disembodied spirits of those 
who have died on earth. Hell will commence after the 
Judgment Day at “the end of the world” (Matt. 13:49). But 
Hades is depicted as resembling Hell in that in one portion 
of Hades the rich man is in ongoing, conscious torment in 
flames. 

Several other phrases are used in the New Testament 
to describe the nature of Hell. In Matthew 8:12; 13:42,50; 
24:51 and Luke 13:28 we find the phrase “there will be 
‘weeping and gnashing of teeth’—obviously signifying pain 
and suffering. In Matthew 13:42,50 we find the phrase 
“furnace of fire,” stressing further the fact that the pain will 
be severe. In Matthew 22:13 and 25:30 we find reference to 
“outer darkness.” Notice that all of these phrases, “weeping 
and gnashing of teeth,” “furnace of fire,” and “outer darkness,” 
emphasize the fact that Hell will be a place where the wicked 
and disobedient will be consigned and fire will cause 
continuing agony. 

Some insist that consignment to Hell will bring an end 
to their existence. But these passages assert that consignment 
to Hell will create and commence agony for those placed 
there. The fact that these individuals are weeping proves 
that they are conscious and continuing to exist—they are 
not annihilated nor extinct. They do not cease to exist. In 
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Matthew 10:28 and Mark 12:9, we find a term translated 
“destroy.” In Matthew 7:13; Hebrews 10:39; 2 Peter 3:7; and 
Revelation 17:8,11, we find another Greek term that is 
translated “destruction” and “perdition.” In each of these 
cases, the destruction spoken of entails an ongoing 
condition—not loss of existence. Those who are destroyed 
suffer a loss of well-being, happiness and being blessed. 

Notice carefully Revelation 20:10. The beast of chapter 
17:8,11 went “into perdition.” Did that mean he became 
extinct or unconscious? No, because in chapter 20:10 he is 
described as existing along with the false prophet and the 
Devil and together they are “tormented day and night forever 
and ever.” Still another Greek term is used in I Thessalonians 
5:3 and II Thessalonians 1:9 translated “destruction.” Again, 
the word refers not to annihilation but to an ongoing condition 
of banishment “away from” God. So the word refers to loss 
of well-being, not loss of being. 

In Matthew 25:46, the term that is translated 
“punishment” includes the idea of “torture” or “him who 
suffers.”“ The passage of Scripture is stressing the eternal 
suffering which will last as long as the eternal life mentioned 
in the same verse. A participial form of the same word is 
used in II Peter 2:9 and translated in the ASV “under 
punishment” to denote a continuing condition of punishment 
in Hades between physical death and the Judgment Day. In 
II Peter 2:4 and Jude 6, we are told that disobedient angels 
are being “reserved,” i.e., detained, kept or imprisoned, until 
the Judgment, at which time they will be permanently 
consigned to eternal suffering (II Peter 2:17; Jude 18). 

In Matthew 18:8; 25:41; and Jude 7, the word “eternal” 
is used to speak of “eternal fire.” In Matthew 25:46, the term 
is used to refer to “eternal punishment.” In II Thessalonians 
1:9, we find “eternal destruction,” and in Hebrews 6:2, we 
find “eternal judgment.” So in each of these cases, the Bible 
is referring to unceasing, unending, perpetual pain, forever 
excluded and banished from God’s presence. 

Another relevant term found in the New Testament is 
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translated “cast” or “thrown.” Matthew 5:29 speaks of the 
entire person being “cast into hell.” Matthew 13:42 speaks 
of being “cast into a furnace of fire.” Revelation 20:10,15 
speaks of being “cast into the lake of fire and brimstone.” 
Again, notice that the action of “casting” cannot refer to 
being cast into unconsciousness or extinction, for Revelation 
19:20 describes those who are “cast alive into a lake of fire 
burning with brimstone.” 

Closely related to the term “cast” is the term “cast out” 
in Luke 13:28. The New Testament speaks of those who are 
“cast out into outer darkness” (Matt. 8:12; 22:13; 25:30). 
Once again, this term cannot refer to being annihilated or 
rendered unconscious and extinct because in Matthew 8:16 
(four verses after the reference to those who were “cast out 
into outer darkness”), demons were “cast out” of many people. 
Those demons were not rendered extinct, but merely “sent 
away (8:31). Likewise, Satan was not annihilated when he 
was “cast out” in John 12:31. : 

Another extremely interesting word is used in the New 
Testament to connote the pain associated with punishment 
after this life is over. In Luke 16:23,28, reference is made to 
“torment” in the Hadean realm. In Matthew 18:34, we have 
’ a reference to the “tormentors” which, in context, identifies 
what God will do to the wicked. In Revelation 14:10-11, 
God’s wrath will be executed against the disobedient in that 
they will be “tormented with fire and brimstone in the 
presence of the holy angels, and in the presence of the Lamb.” 
The passage proceeds to describe the continual nature of 
this punishment—forever and ever with no rest day or night. 

So the Bible clearly teaches that the same fate that 
awaits Satan and his henchmen, also awaits all who are 
disobedient to God and who leave this life unforgiven by the 
blood of Jesus. In Revelation 20:10, Satan and his cohorts 
are cast into the lake of fire and brimstone and tormented 
day and night forever and ever. In verse fifteen, the same 
is true for all those whose names are not found written in 
the Book of Life. Matthew 25:41 makes plain the fact that 
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disobedient human beings will be placed in the same location 
as the Devil and his angels. Therefore, according to the 
Bible, Hell will be permanently populated by Satan as 
well as all human beings who do not follow God’s will in this 
life. 


Conclusion 

Does Hell exist? Absolutely! The Bible teaches the 
existence of Hell as clearly as it teaches the existence of 
Heaven, God and Christ. If we believe the Bible, if we believe 
Jesus Christ, if we believe God, we must believe in Hell. 
Perhaps fear of Hell is not the most mature motivation for 
obeying God and living faithfully to Him (e.g., I John 4:18). 
But it certainly is a valid scriptural motive for causing a 
person to consider how he’s living in this life in order that 
he might be prepared to leave this life in good graces with 
God. In fact, the failure to give full recognition to the reality 
of Hell and eternal punishment has created a climate that 
is conducive to softened doctrinal convictions and openness 
to unscriptural change. 

We need a renewed awareness of God’s anger. Hezekiah 
pleaded with his contemporaries to “serve the Lord your 
God, that the fierceness of His wrath may turn away from 
you” (II Chron. 30:8; cf., 29:8,10). We need more people who 
“tremble at the word of the Lord” (Ezra 9:4; 10:3). 

Our generation has so misemphasized and distorted 
the love, grace and compassion of God that we no longer 
have a healthy respect for the wrath of God. Statements 
like, “It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living 
God,” and “our God is a consuming fire,” and “Knowing, 
therefore, the terror of the Lord,” have no real meaning to 
people today—even in the church (Heb. 10:31; 12:29; II Cor. 
pil ie cia, era’.9714): 

Nevertheless, the New Testament is unmistakably clear 
in its insistence that each one of us simply must decide in 
this life to conform ourselves to the requirements of the New - 
Testament. We must refrain from conducting ourselves 
unfaithfully—which includes attempting to restructure and 
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change the church of our Lord in the areas we’ve previously 
examined. 

All those who fail to become Christians in the appointed 
way and all Christians who fail to live the Christian life 
faithfully have but one inevitable eternal destiny. The 
following Scriptures underscore this critical fact. They help 
us to gain a healthy perspective in learning to live life in 
view of eternity. They contribute to our grasp of the much- 
needed antidote to change: 


but to those who are self-seeking and do not obey 
the truth, but obey unrighteousness—indignation 
and wrath, tribulation and anguish, on every soul 
of man who does evil.... For there is no partiality 
with God” (Rom. 2:8-11); And I say to you, My 
friends, do not be afraid of those who kill the body, 
and after that have no more that they can do. But 
I will show you whom you should fear: Fear Him 
who, after He has killed, has power to cast into 
hell; yes, I say to you, fear Him! (Luke 12:4-5); For 
we must all appear before the judgment seat of 
Christ, that each one may receive the things done 
in the body, according to what he has done, whether 
good or bad. Knowing, therefore, the terror of the 
Lord, we persuade men... (II Cor. 5:10-11); ...when 
the Lord Jesus is revealed from heaven with His 
mighty angels, in flaming fire taking vengeance on 
those who do not know God, and on those who do 
not obey the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ. These 
shall be punished with everlasting destruction from 
the presence of the Lord and from the glory of His 
power (II Thess. 1:7-9). 


Part VI Summary 
The only way out of our dilemma, the only solution to 
the chaos that has been generated by the change agents, 
and the only antidote to illicit, unscriptural, destructive 
change is a complete and genuine return to God and His 
word. To accomplish this objective, we need a renewed sense 
of certainty regarding the existence of God and complete 
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confidence in the Bible as infallible, inspired and inerrant. 
We need to reposition truth to take priority over union, 
fellowship, and feelings of warmth. 

We need to understand that our sole purpose for being 
alive is to obey God. We must approach our efforts to obey 
with a correct handling of the principle of authority. We 
must renew our love for Jesus Christ in terms of our 
commitment to His one and only body and His one and only 
plan of salvation. These pressing needs will have to be 
undertaken out of hearts filled with a sense of humility, 
shame, penitence and a burning desire to be holy in God’s 
sight. We must recover a healthy awareness of the wrath of 
God and the prospect of an eternal Hell as appropriate 
punishment for those who fail to take God seriously in this 
life. 

The antidote to change is so readily available. That 
antidote is not beyond our reach nor too difficult to retrieve 
(Deut. 30:11-14). But we must want it. We must desire it 
more fervently, more intensely, and with more desperation 
than dying cancer patients yearn for a cure. Our eternal 
destiny is at stake. The future of the Lord’s church in America 
is being profoundly impacted. May God give us the 
strength, the courage, the zeal, and the love to swallow the 
antidote. 
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EPILOGUE: 


Wuat ARE THE FAITHFUL To Do? 


f the viewpoint presented in this book is accurate, churches 
of Christ are in the throes of a full-scale apostasy. We 
have pinpointed the cultural, theological, political, and 
scientific roots of the changes that are creating this apostasy. 
We have examined the circumstances that are fueling the 
changes as well as the mechanism for change—the “new 
hermeneutic.” The apostasy is taking the actual form of 
certain specific changes itemized in Part IV. Partnership 
with denominationalism is, perhaps, the foundational feature 
of these specific changes. Part V discussed the goal of 
change—what the change agents are actually trying to 
accomplish, what motivations lie beneath the surface changes. 
Finally, the antidote to illicit change has been proposed in 
terms of seven essential medications for recovery from the 
illness created by change. 
This final chapter is an appeal to faithful Christians 
- across our great brotherhood who are being bombarded and 
tormented by illicit change in the local congregation. How 
would God have us to react? What does He want us to do 
when we are faced with change agents who enter the local 
church and begin implementing their agenda? 


Recognize The Change Agent 

The first step in counteracting apostasy is to recognize 
the false teacher for what he is: a vicious wolf among sheep 
(Matt. 7:15; Acts 20:29; I Tim. 4:1; II Peter 2:1; Ezek. 22:27). 
Yet, those who push for change are typically very pleasant 
individuals with charismatic personalities. They are 
personable and naturally attract people to them by their 
magnetic presence. They also project an image of religiosity 
and spirituality. No wonder Jesus described such people as 
“wolves in sheep’s clothing.” They have all of the signs of 
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being religious, loving, harmless and innocent—like a sheep. 
But they are not! The very first step in handling change is 
to look beneath the surface facade and observe what they 
actually teach and practice (Matt. 7:15-20). We simply must 
not be naive or misled by their pleasing persona and their 
gracious demeanor. 

We need not judge them in terms of their internal 
motivations. But we must assess them in terms of their 
behavior and teaching—their fruit (Matt. 7:20). We must 
recognize characteristics that betray their true subversive 
intentions. For example, one who has as his ulterior motive 
to introduce change into the church will often be bold to 
advance his ideas in some settings, but be strangely silent 
or evasive in others. He will hotly defend a current false 
doctrine in a restricted location, but then freely admit, “I do 
not preach this from the pulpit at my congregation.” One 
must wonder why he cannot see that such a statement raises 
serious doubt about his integrity. 

Some change agents were once easily understood and 
known for the certainty and clarity with which they taught 
truth. But then the change agent begins to speak vaguely 
and unclearly. Hearers raise their eyebrows and appear 
bewildered, wanting to think the best but unable to integrate 
these uncertain sounds into the biblical framework. They 
are not sure he intended to say what they think they heard. 
They think, “surely he is not saying what he seems to be 
saying.” As discussion is generated by his remarks, he is 
quick to claim that he has been misrepresented—that he 
has not changed in his thinking. In the meantime, he wants 
to be left alone, unimpeded in his efforts to spread his ideas 
and gain followers. 

As it gradually becomes clear that the change agent is 
really saying what faithful brethren feared he was saying 
from the beginning, he begins to be more overt in his efforts 
to gain agreement and support for his ideas. Suddenly, he 
is found to be identifying with those whom he previously 
perceived as enemies of the faith (Phil. 3:18). Now these 
enemies do not seem so bad. They are not as “off base” as 
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he once thought. Individuals widely recognized to be obvious 
apostates begin hailing him as an ally. They now promote 
his writings! “Politics makes strange bedfellows.” One is 
reminded of the day when Herod and Pilate became friends 
(Luke 23:12). 

With time, more and more faithful souls rise up in an 
effort to turn the false teacher from the error of his way, 
while seeking to minimize the chances of his “smooth and 
fair speech” deceiving “the hearts of the innocent” (Rom. 
16:18) eijeE ph? 4:14;* Col. 2:4) Titus: 131.1; 1 Peter’2°3). In 
response, he begins depicting his critics as unreliable 
barometers of the spiritual situation. He charges them with 
being too narrow, paranoid, tradition-bound, legalistic, 
unloving, witchhunting, meanspirited, stagnant and static. 
He claims they have “circled the wagons” and are “stifling 
healthy investigation.” They have “crystallized” into a 
“fortress mentality.” The faithful have often been portrayed 
as wild-eyed, fanatical, troublemakers (e.g., I Kings 18:17; 
Acts 16:20; 17:6). 


Dancing With Wolves 

Brethren, dangerous trends are underway in our midst. 
Where once false teachers were quickly and firmly stopped 
and their influence and impact minimized, now broad 
segments of the brotherhood continue to offer themselves as 
prey to men who are given free course to spread their false 
ideas. They are no longer described as “false teachers” who 
promote “false doctrine.” Now they simply “challenge our 
thinking” or “broaden our horizons.” Rather than being duly 
noted and avoided (Rom. 16:17), they continue to operate 
freely and even function in influential capacities (e.g., staff 
writers for publishing companies and magazines). They are 
given latitude to voice their false ideas through major 
brotherhood publications. They continue to be used as 
guest speakers in pulpits and on lectureship platforms. We 
no longer call for repentance as John did (Matt. 3:7-8). Now 
we “negotiate merger” and “reconciliation” or “seek unity.” 
If we expect to please God, if we desire the church to 
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survive these Satanic assaults from within, we simply must 
adhere to God’s guidelines for dealing with false teachers 
(Rom. 16:17; Gal. 6:1; Eph. 4:14-15; 5:11; II Thess. 3:6; 
II Tim. 2:25-26; Titus 3:10-11; James 5:19-20; II Peter 2:1- 
2; I John 4:1; II John 9-11). 


For there are many insubordinate, both idle talkers 
and deceivers...whose mouths must be stopped, who 
subvert whole households, teaching things which 
they ought not, for the sake of dishonest gain. 
... Therefore rebuke them sharply, that they may 
be sound in the faith (Titus 1:10,11,183). 


Don’t Be Passive Or Inactive 

A second step in handling change is to avoid being 
neutral. Pilate has gone down in history as a spineless, 
wishy-washy governor who refused to commit himself by 
standing up to the mob and rescuing Jesus. He tried to 
excuse himself from responsibility by “passing the buck” 
when he, himself, had the power to alter the future course 
of events. To make himself feel better about his decision to 
be undecided, he washed his hands in front of the crowd, as 
if he needed to convince himself and others that he was not 
responsible for what was about to occur (Matt 26:24). He 
took the agnostic approach when he asked, “What is truth?” 
(John 18:38). It’s much easier to become philosophical and 
condescending when faced with the need to stand up and be 
counted in a tense situation. ; 

We human beings are predictable in this regard. But 
God is explicit and adamant in His desire that we be 
otherwise. Faithfulness, in God’s sight, includes courage to 
clash with persons who depart from biblical teaching in 
word or deed (Eph. 5:11; 6:11-13; II Thess. 3:14; I Tim. 5:20; 
Titus 1:9-11; Jude 3-4). How contrary to the spirit of reluctance 
that pervades us when we are faced with the decision to 
speak out against error! We tend to take a noncommittal, 
“wait and see” attitude. We hesitate to commit ourselves too 
quickly. We’re leery of “sticking our necks out.” Just like 
Elijah’s contemporaries atop Mt. Carmel. Elijah challenged 
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the people to become militant and take a stand—“But the 
people answered him not a word” (I Kings 18:21). 

How sad! Granted, the odds didn’t look too good. On 
the one hand, hundreds of pagan prophets stood with the 
backing of the king and queen. On the other hand, Elijah 
stood by himself. But the external appearance of things rarely 
represents spiritual reality (Rom. 8:31; II Cor. 5:7). We either 
do not know true spiritual reality (John 8:32), or we simply 
lack the confidence and determined trust (i.e., faith) to act 
in harmony with what we know and “have been assured of” 
(II Tim. 3:14). We “waver through unbelief” (Rom. 4:20). 
Thank God for bold members of the Lord’s church who stand 
up, step forward, and speak out—at the risk of being branded 
a “brotherhood watchdog!” 

There’s no telling what the church could accomplish if 
we all possessed a decisive, informed faith. Neutrality sickens 
God (Rev. 3:15-16). Let’s make the decision to “stand tall” in 
the church (cf., I Cor. 16:13) and refrain from being passive 
or inactive. 


Don’t Compromise 

In addition to recognizing change agents and avoiding 
neutrality, we must also be uncompromising when it comes 
to sticking with Bible teaching on matters of change. 
Christians want to restore unwarranted breaches between 
brethren whenever and wherever possible (Rom. 14:19; 15:1- 
3). But in our exuberance to encourage unity, harmony and 
peace among Christians, we simply must temper our desire 
for loving togetherness with a willingness to face facts and 
to bow humbly to spiritual reality. 

We cannot expect to endear the “liberal”—one who 
promotes unbiblical innovation—to the biblical stance 
regarding various critical matters facing the church by 
inviting him to come and lecture to us, socialize with us, and 
fellowship us. Such well-meaning tactics only cloud the waters 
for the sheep and leave them with the impression that the 
teaching and actions of the apostate are not so bad. In our 
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efforts to be long-suffering and patient—in the hopes of 
prolonging the inevitable rupture as long as possible—we 
may well be guilty of facilitating the loss of many naive, 
unsuspecting sheep simply because we were reluctant to 
draw a clear and sharp distinction between God’s truth and 
the departures that characterize our day. 

Elijah would have been behaving unwisely and 
traitorously if he had proposed that the false prophets of 
Baal be invited to deliver a series of lectures about “Why I 
Believe in Baal Worship.” Instead, what they needed—and 
what the people needed to see—was a kind but firm 
confrontation in which religious error was exposed. The false 
prophets needed to be forced to defend their religious ideas 
in the face of God’s ideas. The people needed to be shown the 
clear distinction between truth and error. The people then, 
like now, for whatever reasons, were too uncommitted to 
survive a less direct approach to the situation. 

Likewise, the issues of truth at stake in our day do not 
need to be blurred and minimized by ambiguous, low-keyed 
discussions that foster emotional closeness and personal 
kinship while desensitizing and shrouding intellectual 
alertness and decisive distinction between right and wrong, 
truth and error, the biblical and the unbiblical. The gap 
between the liberal and the conservative is not the result of 
social or personal estrangement or failure to get to know one 
another. A fundamental, root difference exists between the 
two in their perceptions of truth (see Chapter 38). Only 
steps that bring into focus this divergence in attitudinal and 
behavioral stance toward truth are useful and conducive to 
Christ’s cause. All other approaches delay, detract from and 
discourage the promotion of God’s cause among human hearts. 

Our current preoccupation with frantically grasping at 
straws in a vain effort to gloss over the growing disparity 
between those committed to God’s ways and those committed 
to man’s ways borders on disloyalty to God. For in the flurry 
to bridge the gap with men (Deut. 22:10), we may well burn 
our bridges and sever ourselves from God (Gal. 1:10; I Thess. 
2:4; James 4:4). 
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Insist On Repentance And Cessation 
Of Change 

Approximately eight years after Daniel was deported 
from his homeland, a second wave of Jewish exiles was 
transported to Babylon during the reign of Jehoiachin in 
597 B.C. Among this latter group of captives was the fiery 
prophet Ezekiel. In 592 B.C., on the banks of the Chebar 
River, Ezekiel was called by God to speak inspired words to 
the Israelite captives. Ezekiel’s divine message was typical 
of the Hebrew prophets: “Repent!” On one occasion, the 
prophet posed a particularly intriguing aim of this need to 
repent: “so that iniquity will not be your ruin” (Ezek. 18:30). 

We sorely need to recognize the significance of this 
insight in our own day. There was a fellow in the church of 
Christ at Corinth who was exhibiting unfaithful behavior. 
The membership took the backslapping, tolerant approach 
to the situation. They took the “broadminded” approach. 
That’s where you figure you should “bear with” impenitent 
persons. You feel you should prolong encouragement and 
teaching. Then you get to thinking that such is the “loving, 
spiritual” course of action. The members at Corinth were 
being “big” about the situation, no doubt thinking their 
tolerance was the “mature” thing to do. This attitude was 
evident from the fact that Paul described them as “puffed 
up” (I Cor. 5:2). In other words, they were proud of their 
decision to continue to associate with the brother. 

Paul set them straight about their warped perspective. 
He said instead of being proud, they should have been filled 
with grief! The word for “mourned” is the word used for the 
sorrow that occurs when a loved one dies. Paul was saying 
they should have been mourning for this brother because in 
God’s sight, he was dead! Rather than seeking to woo the 
fornicator out of his lost condition by tolerating it or 
overlooking it, they should have already formally and publicly 
handed him over to Satan (I Cor. 5:5). They should have 
already “purged” him from the church (I Cor. 5:7). They 
should have passed “judgment” upon him and “expelled” 
him (I Cor. 5:12-13). 
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How odd, how strange such instructions sound in 
contrast to the general mood prevailing among churches of 
Christ today. Churches are allowing themselves to be 
permeated by change. Some are proud of their new direction 
and their new status. If only Ezekiel’s words could penetrate 
our proud hearts and bring us to our knees in penitence— 
so that sin would not be our ruin. 


Be Courageous And Militant 

The courageous stand which Elijah took against 
Jezebel’s pagan prophets on Mt. Carmel was an impressive 
demonstration of the brave and valiant resolve which God’s 
people can muster if “grounded and steadfast” and “rooted 
and built up in Him, and established in the faith” (Col. 1:23; 
2:7). Paradoxically, when Elijah returned to Jezreel and heard 
that Jezebel fully intended to kill him for having her prophets 
executed, “he arose and ran for his life” and “went into a 
cave” (I Kings 19:3,9). 

Can you identify with Elijah? Have you ever taken a 
firm stand for the truth and in so doing made yourself 
vulnerable to retaliation and backlash? Have you ever felt 
in the minority in your efforts to “fight the good fight of 
faith” (I Tim. 6:12)? Elijah felt like that. He moaned, “I 
alone am left” (I Kings 19:10). Paul felt like that, for the 
Lord spoke to him one night and said, “Do not be afraid, but 
speak, and do not keep silent; for I am with you, and no one 
will attack you to hurt you” (Acts 18:9-10). Moses felt like 
that. He pleaded with God, “O Lord, please send someone 
else to do it” (Exod. 4:13). 

Fear and reluctance come pretty easy for us humans. 
We are consistently hesitant to launch out and promote 
biblical teaching in the face of opposition. We find it too 
risky to oppose error in the church (II Tim. 2:25). We find 
it too unpleasant to confront the wayward (Gal. 6:1; James 
5:19-20). We find it too difficult to deviate from the 
superficial, upbeat, “accentuate the positive” mood around - 
us in order to align ourselves with men who were extremely 
unpopular in their day (e.g., Noah, Elijah, Amos, John the 
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Immerser). Why were they so unpopular? Because of the 
strict demands of their message. Why are we so popular? 
Because our message no longer makes those demands. We 
preach “a different gospel” and “seek to please men” (Gal. 
1:6,10). 

For those who know the truth and wish to see God’s 
will prevail in our day of change and decline, the lesson is 
clear: “let not your heart...be afraid” (John 14:27); “Only be 
strong and very courageous” (Josh. 1:7); “Be strong in the 
Lord and in the power of His might” (Eph. 6:10); “...stand 
fast in one spirit, with one mind striving together for the 
faith of the gospel not in any way terrified by your 
adversaries” (Phil. 1:27-28). In short, DON’T HIDE IN A 
CAVE! 


Remain Kind, Gentle, Loving 
And As Tactful As Possible 

In the midst of the catastrophic change, we in churches 
of Christ are in a dilemma. On the one hand, we have some 
doctrinally conservative brethren with whom we feel 
comfortable and for the most part united in doctrinal stance. 
Yet they seem to lack genuine sensitivity and compassion 
for people; their attitude toward life is rather sour and 
negative; and their own personal maturity is shallow. Their 
comments, methods and behavior cause many faithful 
Christians to wince because the comments and methods are 
unnecessarily abrasive, caustic and out of harmony with the 
spirit of Christ. 

On the other hand, we have those within churches of 
Christ who are doctrinally loose, unbiblically permissive and 
irresponsible—the agents of change. They at least appear to 
be more stable in their grasp of emotional and spiritual 
maturity and externally manifest a sensitivity for their fellow 
man. Of course, these exterior displays of concern and 
compassion are frequently superficial, insincere, and rise 
from impure motives since they are not rooted in correct 
doctrine. 

A third group within churches of Christ are those who 
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wish to maintain their doctrinal conservatism, but who are 
fed up with the radical, negative approach to Christianity} 
which glories in its doctrinal purity while misrepresenting 
denying and betraying its very essence. I would like to think 
this group still constitutes the majority of the members o: 
the church. In light of the perilous times in which we live 
these Christians need to persist in steering a course betweer 
the left and the right, refusing to allow either extremist 
element to define for them how to live the Christian life 
faithfully before God. 

We need to distance ourselves from the egotism, the 
pretense, and the smug sense of superiority that characterizes 
the radical right and the Phariseeism of Jesus’ day (Matt 
23). Under the guise of doctrinal purity, they promote ar 
approach to Christianity that possesses a defective concept 
of justice, mercy and the love of God (Matt. 12:7; 23:23; Luke 
11:42). They give doctrinal conservatism a bad name anc 
drive many salvageable people into the waiting arms of the 
liberals. 

We must exercise discretion and wisdom ir 
distinguishing between matters of option, opinion anc 
tradition on the one hand and matters of faith on the othe1 
hand. We must not be buffaloed into embracing a particula1 
stance simply because the position is camouflaged in é 
conservative posture. The Pharisees made a pretense ot! 
“soundness.” Becoming doctrinally strict for strictness sake 
loses sight of the whole point of loving and obeying God. The 
primary problem with the radical right is attitude, while the 
central malady of the liberal left is doctrinal position. 

We must remain unfettered by human loyalties 
hearsay, prejudices, emotions and subjective preference. We 
must not fall prey to a sort of “Religious McCarthyism”! that 
goes overboard in its haste to eliminate subversive infiltratior 
to the point that innocent people are damaged and erroneous 
viewpoints championed. Some members of the church seer 
to have been born into the kingdom in the attack mode 
Their propensity for running roughshod over others, unde! 
the pious guise of loyalty to truth, is painfully evident in the 
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host of congregations that have been rent asunder and split 
wide open without genuine justification. They do not seem 
to be interested in ascertaining the facts or determining the 
honest truth. They seem to get their thrills by operating 
under the philosophy “shoot first, ask questions later.” 

They are actually situation ethicists who believe “the 
end justifies the means” as long as the “end” is doctrinal 
correctness. They act like as long as they are defending 
Bible doctrines, they can be as brutal, unscrupulous and 
careless as they choose. Can they not see that their obvious 
lack of love for their neighbor is visible to all? Do they 
sincerely believe that their reckless behavior is excusable on 
the basis of their self-righteous love for straining gnats (Matt. 
Das. 24, Cl., 121-5)? 

Of all times in the recent history of the church, we 
need genuine love for each other (Rom. 12:9-21). If we have 
that kind of devotion for each other, we will still oppose the 
errors of the change agents; we will still covet doctrinal 
purity; we will still ardently defend the faith. But we will 
do all of these things with a kind and gentle spirit, giving 
each other every benefit of the doubt, approaching each other 
out of an attitude of humility and lowliness, feeling no 
animosity in our hearts (Rom. 12:16; Phil 2:1-4). We would 
patiently hope, think and believe the best about one another 
(I Cor. 13:4-7). 

We must replace the panic and hysteria generated by 
our perilous times with a sensible, rational, mature appraisal 
of each person or doctrine on their own merits. We must 
couple that appraisal with genuine attempts to assist those 
who are led astray to come to a correct understanding of 
God’s will. Avoiding feelings of animosity or contempt, we 
must rise above personalities and pettiness that sidetrack 
us from the single-sighted commitment to God’s desire for 
our lives on this earth. Neither our emotional attachment 
nor detachment must be allowed to derail us from the course 
of clear thinking that God expects from us in light of His 
written revelation. 

Destructive agents of change are, indeed, wreaking 
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havoc on the church. But the cause of Christ is not helped 
by erratic, irrational displays of zeal or premature judgments. 
Such tactics only aid Satan’s attack upon the church. They 
obscure the true issues and make Satan’s ploys more difficult 
to identify and address. We need the healthy, balanced 
juxtapositioning of doctrinal strictness and love for others as 
presented to us in the words of Peter: “Since you have purified 
your souls in obeying the truth through the Spirit in sincere 
love of the brethren, love one another fervently with a pure 
heart” (I Peter 1:22). 


Honestly Face Internal Motives 

Another necessity in coping with the change occurring 
in the church is to give a genuine evaluation of one’s own 
convictions. The shift from original moorings that both our 
country and the church is experiencing creates fuzziness in 
thinking. Our perceptions of what and why we believe can 
become hazy. Our conceptions of what the church is about 
can become blurred. Why are we Christians? Why do we 
attend worship services? Why do we associate ourselves with 
a local church? Many surprising admissions may be 
forthcoming: 

“It’s a friendly church;” “The preacher is dynamic and 
caring;” “The building is breathtaking!” “I can get involved;” 
“They have a good youth program for my kids;” “They’re a 
loving, warm group of people;” “There’s so much activity and 
excitement there;” “They understand and accept me.” 

All such exclamations are but a reflection of the times 
in which we live. Our self-centered society engenders an 
egocentric approach to religious practice. As a people, we 
have turned inward and embraced a sort of religious 
individualism. The “meet needs” orientation to which we 
have capitulated has preoccupied and consumed us to the 
extent that we have become oblivious to the only valid reasons 
for participating in the kingdom of Christ. 

The reasons cited above as criteria for locating with a 
particular church are equally valid when applied to a 
denomination, the YMCA, a health club, or a neighborhood 
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bridge club! Certainly, members of a church ought to be 
loving, friendly and caring. Certainly, the preacher ought 
to be the best he can be. Certainly, the local church ought 
to be active, excited and involved. But these are inappropriate 
criteria upon which to base our primary reason for selecting 
a congregation with which to affiliate ourselves. They are 
“icing on the cake,” but must not take precedence over what 
God intended as our number one concern. 

_ Pleasing God simply must be our primary goal in life 
(See Chapter 39). This means that our foremost consideration 
in selecting a church will be whether the leadership and 
members as a whole are trying to be true to God’s words. 
Consequently, doctrinal stance should be the first matter of 
concern. If a congregation is not serious about staying true 
to the Book, all of the programs, good works, and enthusiasm 
in the world amount to little more than momentary 
distraction. If doctrinal purity is not central to the tone and 
tenor of the local church, whatever else that group may 
accomplish, they will be a hindrance to the goal of preparing 
people to inhabit heaven. 

Such a church may well produce people who “feel good 
about themselves.” It may feed a lot of hungry people (as 
does the Salvation Army and the U.S. government). It may 
counsel a lot of troubled marriages. It may build self-esteem 
among singles. It may get a lot of teens involved in projects 
and programs. Yet the foundation upon which such 
worthwhile activities are based is flawed and tenuous (Matt. 
7:24-27). The emphasis on what we can do to please God has 
been subtly altered to what we can do to please ourselves. 

Solid, sound, strong Bible preaching ought to rank high 
on the list of reasons why we select a local church: “Does the 
preacher preach the truth?” “Do the elders expect and support 
the preaching of all the counsel of God?” “Is doctrinal purity 
sacrificed or compromised for the sake of ‘compassion’ or 
accommodation to people?” “Is God’s will in all revealed 
areas reflected in the work and worship of the local 
congregation?” “Is the church attempting to implement Bible 
teaching among members and beyond?” These questions more 
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nearly represent the biblical scenario. They reflect an 
awareness of divine priorities. These questions, in fact, 
parallel the same concerns which Jesus expressed to churches 
of Christ near the end of the first century. 

His assessment of the condition of the church at Ephesus 
centered on toleration of wicked people and false teachers, 
hard work and perseverance in hardship, and the need to 
maintain the same fervency and action which characterized 
their initial love (Rev. 2:1-7). Smyrna needed to stand up 
under the persecution of opponents and false religious figures 
(Rev. 2:8-11). Pergamum was tolerating some members who 
were holding to false teaching (Rev. 2:12-17). Though 
Thyatira was involved in good deeds of faith and service, 
they too were tolerating doctrinal impurity (Rev. 2:18-29). 
Sardis was not following through and obeying like they 
should, though some members were remaining unsoiled (Rev. 
3:1-6). 

The church at Philadelphia was hardly impressive to 
the average observer, having just “a little strength” (Rev. 
3:8). They probably weren’t growing like the “Ten Largest 
Churches” nor keeping their membership whipped up into a 
whirlwind of artificial, superficial excitement. Yet they kept 
Christ’s word. They remained true to the doctrine of God (vs. 
7-13). In contrast, the contribution at the Laodicean church 
was great. They had lots of financial resources and were 
operating under the impression that they were seeing clearly. 
Yet they were content to sit idle (Rev. 3:14-22). 

Notice that these first century churches of Christ were 
examined on the basis of (1) whether they knew and defended 
the truth and (2) whether they put that truth into practice 
in their own lives. This is the focus of the local church. This 
is our reason for being associated with a local church. We 
must clear away the thicket from our spiritual eyesight and 
recover the priority of centering upon Bible truth. 

But what if it comes down to choosing between a change 
oriented, doctrinally “liberal” but active church and a 
doctrinally “conservative” but inactive or insensitive church? 
Though such a decision would be rare, we simply must 
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recognize that a correct doctrinal foundation is logically prior. 
Religious practice sooner or later will be hybrid and polluted 
if not rooted in doctrinal accuracy. If the foundation is sound, 
we can work on building the house into what God wants it 
to be. But if the foundation is unsound, all of our laudable 
efforts to spruce up the house are futile and doomed to 
collapse. 

On one occasion, many of Christ’s disciples abandoned 
Him. He turned to the twelve and asked them if they would 
also go away. Peter articulated the definitive answer—the 
answer to which loyal churches of Christ have subscribed 
ever since: “Lord, to whom shall we go? You have the words 
of eternal life” (John 6:68). There is our focus. There is our 
reason for uniting with and supporting a local congregation. 
Where the words of eternal life are revered, there is Christ 
in their midst (Rev. 2:1). 


Be Wholehearted 

Increasingly, members of the Lord’s church are finding 
themselves in a traumatic, perplexing dilemma. They entered 
the kingdom of God in a day when fundamental Bible truths 
were set forth in a simple, straightforward manner. They 
were brought bluntly face to face with their undone religious 
condition. More often than not their conversion entailed facing 
the stark realization that their past religious affiliation was 
in error and displeasing to God. Despite this major disruption 
in their previous pattern of behavior, they willingly, joyfully, 
and confidently threw off the shackles of denominationalism 
in order to embrace pure New Testament Christianity and 
enter into the true body of Christ. 

Now these faithful perceivers of genuine biblical religion 
find themselves in the midst of a local church where dramatic 
changes have been inaugurated with the passing of the years. 
In their efforts to cope and come to grips with the situation 
and integrate these new elements into their pursuit of 
Christianity, they have been faced with decisions: 

On the one hand, maybe they have accepted these new 
trends wholeheartedly. They may have done so out of sheer 


517 


ignorance of the true nature of the innovations. Or perhaps 
they possess an attitude of dissatisfaction with what they 
perceive to be a past history among churches of Christ of 
strife, contention, debate, and divisiveness. Current trends 
make for a false sense of unity, peace, harmony and 
tranquillity. Thank God that Micaiah, Jeremiah, Isaiah, 
Amos, Azariah, John the Immerser, Jesus, Peter, Paul, Jude, 
and John did not shy away from confrontation and unpleasant 
turmoil, or fade into inactivity for the sake of peace and 
harmony! 

On the other hand, maybe they recognized and identified 
recent departures as just that—departures from the faith— 
illicit change (I Tim. 4:1; II Peter 2:1-3; I John 4:1). They 
stomached the stench of apostasy as long as possible in 
hopes of stemming the tide but ultimately exited that 
congregation in order to identify with a group more sensitive 
to biblical moorings. One such individual, with tears in his 
eyes, recently said to me, “Dave, I came out of a denomination 
where we did all the things that our change agents are now 
trying to get us to accept. They’re trying to take us back into 
denominationalism. But I want you to know, I’m not going 
back!” 

Perhaps a far greater tendency in the church today is 
for otherwise sensible, right-thinking brethren simply to 
resign themselves to the alterations, to capitulate to the 
subversive waves of apostasy, te become tolerant to what 
once would have been intolerable. They try to ignore the bad 
by focusing on the good. They rationalize their failure to 
stand up and act decisively with such irrelevant, conscience- 
soothing quips as “all my friends are here.” 

If this has been your course, please give careful 
consideration to what I am about to say. When an individual 
lacks the spiritual fortitude to step forward and take 
definitive measures for the good of his or her own soul, the 
souls of family and friends, and the cause of truth and right, 
such an individual is considered weak and unrighteous in 
God’s sight. Human history is riddled with demonstrations 
of a spineless, wishy-washy, non-committal, excuse-making, 
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wait-and-see attitude. Lot (Gen. 19:16), Aaron (Exod. 31:21- 
24), Saul (I Sam. 15:15,20,21,24), Elijah’s contemporaries (I 
Kings 18:21), and Pilate (Matt. 27:24; John 18:38) are but 
a sampling of the general tendency for people to dodge their 
responsibility before God by retreating into a neutral posture 
and refusing to take a stand for God, against error. 

We dare not allow even our strong family ties and the 
deep emotions which we feel for them to deter us from bowing 
submissively to God and giving Him exclusive allegiance 
(Matt. 10:35-36; 12:46-50; Luke 12:52-53). We dare not permit 
our desire to be liked and accepted by other people to cloud 
our spiritual perceptions and hinder us from unwavering 
obedience. Instead, God help us to be insistent, courageous, 
and uncompromising like Joshua (Josh. 24:14-15); dauntless 
and unintimidated in the face of opposition like Micaiah (I 
Kings 22:13-14,18-28). 

The time has come for us to emulate Hezekiah who 
endeavored to throw off change and restore the ancient order 
of things. The character and intensity of his obedience is 
seen in the fact that “he did it with all his heart” (II Chron. 
31:21). Unlike Lot’s wife who demonstrated divided loyalties 
(Gen. 19:26; Luke 17:32); unlike Balaam who manifested 
reluctance and postponement in obeying God (Num. 22:32); 
unlike the Laodiceans who were lukewarm (Rev. 3:16); unlike 
King Amaziah who did right in God’s sight, “but not with a 
perfect heart” (IJ Chron. 25:2); unlike all these individuals, 
Hezekiah pursued biblical religion wholeheartedly. 

The time has come. Those who still believe the pure 
and simple truths of the gospel must “come out from among 
them” (II Cor. 6:17) and stand with God and His faithful 
remnant—those who still possess “the love of the truthi (II 
Thess. 2:10). The time has come. Those who were 
introduced to the true church by valiant preachers of the 
past must cease coasting on their steam and benefiting from 
their labors, by stepping forward and courageously imitating 
their godly stance. The time has come. Those who have 
been mesmerized by the hub-bub, thrills, and excitement of 
the short change artists must now wake up and shake off 
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their stupor. How incredibly tragic eternity will be if we 
failed to stand strong and firm for God amid the landslide 
of apostasy. It will be of no comfort to look around at those 
who cohabit Hell with us and realize that “all my friends are 
here.” 


A Final Appeal 

I am a part of the babyboom generation. I believe that 
many in my generation, both in and out of the church, are 
behaving as spoiled children who are grasping for fulfillment 
by insisting upon their own way. Ultimately, the changes 
they are introducing into churches of Christ will not satisfy 
them nor make them happy. In the meantime, they are 
raping and ravaging the bride of Christ (II Cor. 11:2). They 
are sacking and pillaging the city of the living God (Heb. 
12:22). They are conducting themselves as wolves, dogs and 
enemies (Matt. 7:15; Phil. 3:2; Phil. 3:18; James 4:4). 

In our haste to avoid being radical or contentious, let 
us take great care that we do not underreact to the gravity 
of the situation. Sheep are being devoured! Souls are being 
led astray! We are in a full-scale, headlong fight to save the 
church! We must muster militant resistance! We must 
valiantly attempt to recover people from the snare of the 
Devil (II Tim. 2:26), snatching them out of the fire (Jude 23)! 
People who remain in congregations where change agents 
have mounted an invasion and unscriptural changes are 
being systematically engineered may find themselves in the 
same disastrous predicament that relatives found themselves 
in during the rebellion of Korah (Num. 16:32). 

Elders must not turn tail and run by resigning while 
they still have a chance to fight the change. They would be 
abandoning their sheep to the jaws of wolves. They must 
recapture the courage of young David who took on lions and 
bears to protect his sheep. They must muster the righteous 
zeal and feel their sense of justice being violated just like 
David when he squared off against Goliath who was nearly 
ten feet tall. When change agents commence their 
shenanigans, godly elders must feel the same holy wrath 
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rise up within them that rose up in David’s breast when he 
declared, “Who is this uncircumcised Philistine, that he 
should defy the armies of the living God?” (I Sam. 17:26). 

May God grant us the wisdom, the courage, the faith, 
and the love to do all we can to counteract the forces of 
unscriptural change. With one eye on our task, may we ever 
keep the other eye focused upon our God and our blessed 
Savior who alone has the power to guide us safely through 
the treacherous waters of change. Only He can enable us to 
safely negotiate the narrow strait of life that we might bring 
our bark to rest upon the eternal shores of Heaven. In the 
words of Edward Hopper’s immortal song: 


Jesus, Savior, pilot me 

Over life’s tempestuous sea; 
Unknown waves before me roll, 
Hiding rock and treach’rous shoal; 
Chart and compass came from Thee; 
Jesus, Savior, pilot me. , 


As a mother stills her child, 

Thou canst hush the ocean wild; 
Boist’rous waves obey Thy will 

When Thou say’st to them, “Be Still;” 
Wondrous Sovreign of the sea, 
Jesus, Savior, pilot me. 


When at last I near the shore, 
And the fearful breakers roar 
‘Twixt me and the peaceful rest, 
Then, while leaning on Thy breast, 
May I hear Thee say to me, 

“Fear not, I will pilot thee.” 


Endnote 


1 Dave Miller, “Religious McCarthyism,” Gospel Advocate, 
132/7 (July, 1990):34-35. 
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